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ABSTRACT

STRATIFICATION AND ALIENATION

by Richard A. Brymer

This thesis sought to teast the relationship of social
stratification to alienation, particularly average status,
status inconsistency and social mobility and their bearing
upon alienation, The Durkheim=Merton model of anomie was
developed as an explanatory variable for the observed rela-
tionship of average status to anomie and alienation, i.e.,
socially structured discrepancies between goal attainment
and means for achieving such goals, This rationale was then
logically extended to include status inconsistency and social
mobility, and hypotheses to this effect were developed. These
hypotheses were then tested on a random sample of the United
States gathered for this purpose in the fall of 1963, Multi-
variate analytic procedures were used to analyze the relation-
ship of average status, social mobility and status inconsis-
tency to alienation and its various dimensions, e.g., power-
lessness, normlessness, social isolation, future orientation,
and subjective assessment of one's present standing in the
“goal" attainment process,

Briefly, this analysis revealed the expected relationship
between average status and all forms of alienation except
social isolation, but no relationship between status incon-

sistency, social mobility and alienation. Because of these



Brymer

findings, it was concluded that the Durkheim-Merton discrep-
ancy rationale is not valid, and that some other theory must
be developed to handle the empirically observed relationship
of average status to alienation. An attempt at developing

such a theory was begun, relying primarily upon the work of
Herbert Gans on community organization, and the studies of

Gideon Sjoberg, Richard Brymer and Buford Farris on bureauc-

racy and class,
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CHAPTER I

STATEMENT OF PROBLEM AND THEORETICAL POSITION

Introduction

In this thesis, our basic problem is to test the effect of
stratification upon alienation. Generally, it will test an
extension of the Durkheim=Merton rationale for the development
of anomie. Even more generally, there is a concern with the
effect of stratification upon individual dehavior. Our interest
in this area stems from the convergence of two areas of interest:
one primarily theoretical, and the second primarily a "hunoh"
based upon the observation of patterns in empirical materials.

Theoretically, we have an interest in anomie and alienation,
but more specifically, we are interested in the rationale that
underlies the relationship of social structure to alienation
and anomie. This basic rationale stems from Durkheim, via
Merton, and argues that anomie is created when a discrepancy
ocours between that whioch an individual has been led to expect,
and that which he actually obtains. Anomie, in turn, leads to
the creation of various types of consequences or adaptations—
nearly all pathological or socially problematic.

From our empirical 'hunch' source, we are conocerned with the
apparent overriding influence that social class has upon a large

number of these quasi-=pathologiocal variables, including aliena-
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tion. That is, it would appear that lower—class people are more
prone to develop pathological behaviors than are others. Though
it is not necessarily oited and utilised in these myriad studies
of lower—class behavior, anomie theory has often been used as an
explanatory device for the lower—class predilection for deviant
behavior.

Again from an empiriocal source, we have noted that there are
other stratification variables—social mobility and status incon-
sistenoy, especially—which also have been found related to a
few of these more or less pathological behaviors. It would appear
that lower classness and social mobility and status inconsistency
may have something in common. Although the ‘anomie' rationale
has not yet been applied to status inoconsistenoy and social mo-
bility (nor tested), it would appear to be justified from a theo—
retical and an empiriaal stance.

The purpose of this thesis will be to oconjoin these two
sources of interest, in an attempt to extend and test the basic
tdiscrepancy rationale of anomie' developed by Merton and
Durkheim. Specifically, we will test the relationship of aliena-
tion to status inoonsistenoy and social mobility on the grounds
that they are similar to social class, in that they exemplify the
Durkheim-Merton rationale. If, in fact, status inconsistency and
social mobility gre related to alienation, then the anomie ration-
ale for the relationship of -tratitioatibn to 'quasi~-pathological!
behaviors is again validated and made more plausible. If there
is no relationship, then we are left with the problem of seeking

an explanation for the already proven relationship between
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3

social class and anomie, as well as between social class and
deviant behavior.

In order to accomplish this task, several steps are necessary,
and to this end we present an outline of the rest of the thesis.
Briefly, in Chapter I we shall present our theoretical and logical
arguments, ending with a statement of hypotheses. Chapter II will
oontain an operationalisation of these hypotheses for test.
Chapter III will contain our analysis of the empirical materials
developed, and Chapter IV will eontain our conclusions.

In more detail, Chapter I will proceed as followss

First, we shall review anomie theory as it has developed with
Durkheim and been extended by Merton. In this discussion, we shall
attend to the distinoction between anomie as a societal condition,
and anomie—or anomy—as an individual condition. Although
Durkheim and Merton focused ostensibly upon anomie as a societal
condition, there is, we believe, a rationale implicit in their
theories which can be used to acoount for anomia as an individual
ocondition. To this end, we shall also review those writers who
are interested in anomia as an individual ocondition.

Second, we shall review and discuss alienation theory in an
attempt to illustrate a convergence between anomia and alienation,
in terms of their general definitions, as well as antecedents and
consequences. This does not constitute an essentially original
effort, as many soociologists consider alienation and anomia to be
identical or synomymous terms for the same phenomena. Although
many theorists view alienation as having a slightly different

theoretical tradition, we shall treat alienation separately, and



i attenpt b
%ird, ve o
rxlies of Dot
lemstrate ¢
ui anonia at
W theoreticy
Uimation an
00 variabl
el woada,
2 concery
" congequ
"kl be -
8ieeng p
Bl elags
harth, |
Wexd thy |

Bl aghy:



4

then attemapt to illustrate a convergence.

Third, we shall review the literature concerned with empirical
studies of both anomia and alienation. We shall (a) attempt to
demonstrate that there is oconsiderable overlap between alienation
and anomia at the empirical and operational levels, as well as at
the theoretical levels; and (b) explore the relationships of
alienation and anomia to other variables in order to show that
these variables are stably and consistently related to alienation
and anomia. Generally, there will be two orders of studies;
those concerned with antecedent conditions and those ooncerned
with consequences of alienation—-anomia. In the former instance,
we shall be particularly concerned with the very stable and
consistent relationship between alienation and anomia, and
social class——however operationalised.

Fourth, and following the above discussion, we shall then
extend the Durkheim—Merton rationale to two additional areas—
social mobility and status inconsistency. In so doing, we shall
first demonstrate the theoretical and logical rationale for con-
sidering these two variables as examples of the D-M rationalej;
then we shall present a review of the empirical literature for
status inconsistency and social mobility, in which we will demon—
strate that they are related to a series of variables which have
also been termed possible oconsequences of alienation.

In the fifth and final section, we shall present a summary of
our contentions so far, and on this basis, suggest a series of
hypotheses stipulating a relationship of average status, social

mobility and status inconsistency to alienation.
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Review of Anomie—~Anomia Theory

Durkheim

Anomie theory began, in the sociological tradition, with
Durkheim and his interest in the mechanisms of societal unity and
integration. In his classic work, The Division of Labor in
Society, Durkheim distinguishes between two general types of
integration——mechanical and organie.1 In simple societies, with
a simple division of labor, persons are differentiated only by
age and sex and have a great deal in common. Because of this
similarity, a form of integration can be achieved by reference
to common ideas, interests, etc. This type of integration is
termed mechanical and is characteristic of simple societies. In
industrial societies, however, with their complex division of
labor and attendant specialisation of function and personnel,
persons are not likely to have a great deal in common, and,
therefore, a different form of integration develops, based upon
mutual interdependence. The development of this interdependence-—
or organic integration-requires a period of lengthy contact and
mutual adjustment of groups which is not required in simple
societies. It would seem that Durkheim regarded the development
of integration in industrial societies as more problematic and
tenous than in simple societies. This notion is further evi-
denced by Durkheim's attention to the forms of abnormal inte-
gration (or specifically, abnormal divisions of labor) which may
develop~~particularly in industrial societies. It is in the

descoription of one of these abnormal forms that the use of the
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term anomie first ocours. Anomie was a form of division of labor
in which there had not been extended ocontact, so that mutual
interdependence had not developed. Although the term anomie did
not play a significant part in this work, it is clear that
Durkheim did use it to characterise and refer to a state of the
entire soociety or group.

In his volume, Sujcide, Durkheim attempts to formulate social
structural explanations of variations in suicide rates; here the
term anomie becomes -1gn1ficant.2 In this volume, anomie is one
of four types of abnormal societal oconditions which lead to in-
oreases in suicide rates. TFrequently these terms——anomic, fatal-
istic, egoistio and altruistio——have been used to characterise
the suicide itself, although it would seem that Durkheim intended
that they refer to the sooial conditions which produced the sui-
cide. In order to understand Durkheim's use of anomie, his
emphasis upon the functions of norms in society must also be
considered.

Durkheim viewed human nature as essentially uncontrolled,
greedy and avaricious. Man was a biological creature who, without
the presence of external controls, would seek to fulfill his needs
far beyond the point of simple satisfaction. "Human activity
naturally aspires beyond assignable limits and sets itself un-
attainable gocls.”3 With this view of human nature, Durkheim
saw sooiety (in partioular, its normative structure) as furnishing
the necessary controls. Norms specify the goals that man can
achieve, and what he must do to achieve them. By specifying goals,

norms both limit and jJustify man's aotivity. In addition, the
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7
presence of these norms allows the individual to make predictions

about the future behavior of others, and himself in relation to
others. "Each person is then, at least . . . in harmony with his
oondition, and desires only what he may legitimately hope for as
the normal reward of his aotivity. He has the essentials. The
equilibrium of his happiness is secure because it is defined, and
a few mishaps cannot disconcert hil."4 The normative structure
provided a stable frame of reference and meaning for human beings,
which sets their goals, defines what must be done to achieve them,
and thereby establishes an orderly, predictable endeavor.

Durkheim even suggested that poverty, as long as it is viewed as
legitimate and acoording to the norms, provides a meaningful frame
of rotoronoo.5

A disruption of the normative structure, however, also disrupts
the meaningfulmess and predictability of human life, and contrid-
utes to a state of tension, confusion, and loss of orientation.
Man presumably reverted to his original state, and his aspirations
rapidly rose beyond any expectations of fulfillment. This state
of affairs—-the absence of norms—which produced continual frus—
tration, anxiety, pointlessness, etoc., was termed anomie. Murther,
the anomic situation was seen as intolerable for any lemngth, so
that anomic suicide resulted.

Durkheim saw many sources of anomie in industrial society—
depression, inflation, unexpected prosperity, diverce, and upward
and dowmmward mobility. The general mechanism which underlies these
diverse situations is that the norms, as guides specifying what

one must do in order to achieve a certain goal, no longer operate.
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8
In the case of an economic depression, when one follows the

traditional norm, one no longer gets the expected goal. In the
case of prosperity, one obtains far more than he would have
normally expected. In both cases, there is a considerable dis-
ocrepancy between the expeotations and attainments that were norma-
tively presoribed. This disorepancy casts doubt upon both the
legitimacy and the efficacy of the norm itself. It is no longer
useful, and apparently discarded. But without it, there is no
regulation at all, so that human life eventually beocomes confused.
In summary, Durkheim developed the concept of anomie as an
explanatory device which operated at the societal level, and
influenced the suicide rate. His main concern was not with anomie
per se, as experienced by the individual, but more with the vari-
ations in the suicide rate and the social conditions themselves.
His basic rationale for the individual was a discrepancy between
expectations and achievemsnts, and partiocularly as these discrep-
ancies were produced by changes in an individual's social position,

e.8.y Mobility, divorece, eto.

Merton
Robert K. Merton, in his seminal article, "Soocial Structure
and Anomie," has both extended and generalised Durkheim's theory
of nnolio.s He has extended it in the sense that he sought to
explain many forms of 'deviant' behavior rather than just suioide,
and generalised it in that the sources of anomie and consequent
deviant behavior are seen, not as consequences of the breakdown of
norms, but as inherent in the social strusture itself. In a way,

Merton was even more sociologically oriented than Durkheim, for he
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9
did not make the assumptions about the "biological" nature of

man that Durkheim did. BRather, he saw man's aspirations, as
well as his deviant behavior, as a product of the social struc-
ture, i.0., anomie not as a reversion to a "natural state"™, but
as a socially induced product.

In developing his theory of anomie, Merton distinguishes
between cultural and social structure, with anomie as a product of
the diserepancy between them. Cultural structure is “. . . that
organised set of normative values governing behavior which is common
to members of a designated society or ;roup.'7 That is, the
cultural structure contains the values and goals of the society—
the definitions of things that man must strive for. 8ocial
structure is the " . . . organised set of social relationships
in which the members of the society or social groups are vari-
ously ilplicgtod.'a Thus, social structure is the set of insti-
tutional norms or means which is specified in order to reach the
culturally defined goals. The social structure and the cultural
structure are, however, independent of each other and ", . . the
cultural emphasis placed upon certain goals varies independently
or the degree of emphasis upon institutionalised -ounc.”9 Anomie,
then, is ". . .a breakdown in the cultural struoture, ocourring
particularly when there is an acute disjunction between cultural
norms and goals and the social struotured capacities of members

10

of the group to aot in accord with them." Anomie refers to a

condition of the society, although the members of the society are
affected by it, since it is they who fail to achieve the goals that

they have been enjoined to seek. This anomie, once it has come
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10
into existence, sets up a strain towards equilibrium, which in

turn ocreates a form of adaptation.11 These adaptations are
usually some form of deviant behavior, and it is to them that
Merton devotes the majority of his emphasis. Generally, the now
familiar adaptations, as laid out by Merton in his original work,
involve the acceptance or negation of either the goals or the
means (or both), or the oreation of a new set of both goals

and means.

Although Merton's schema logically could be applied to any
society or group, he devoted much of his analysis to American
society, and, in particular, to the disorepancy between the
American cultural goal of success, and the differentially dis-
tributed social means for attaining such a goal. He was partiou-
larly ooncerned with the discrepancy between the egalitarian
American ethic which held “success" to be within the reach of all
and the class system of America which encumbered lower—-class
persons in the struggle for sucocess. This mechanism would account
for the disproportionate representation of lower—class persons in
deviant groups.

In summary, Merton seems to attend only to the antecedent
oconditions, and the oconsequences of anomie, with very little
attention paid to anomie, per se. Also, Merton seems to be
concerned with anomie as a societal condition. Although he
recognizes the possibility of researching the subjective aspects
of anomia, and even oites Srole's and MacIver's work, it is clear
from the amount of attention he devotes to the topic that he is

12

primarily interested in anomia as a societal condition. The
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1
rationale for the development of *individual® anomie, or the

subjective aspects of anomie, seems to be implicit in Merton, and
again, similar to those of Durkheim. Generally, this rationale
would hold that the individual must first be exposed to the cul-
tural goal and, to some degree, internalise it; then, he will
seek the goal to the extent that his position in the sooial
structure allows it; and, if he achieves it, conformity results.
If he does not achieve it, a discrepancy will exist, which will
then oreate anomie and the need for some sort of adaptation (for
the individual). Although the rationale is present in Merton's
writing, he has done little with it. This has remained for other
writers. For those post-Merton sociologists, there seem to be
generally two schools of thought and effort. Firast, there are
those who utilise a more or less societal or group frame of
reference. These persons have attempted to develop new methods
of operationalising societal anomie, and extend the Mertonian
theory. 8Second, there are those scholars who have taken a sub-
Jeotivist approach and are attempting to discover the correlates
and conditions of the subjective aspects of anomie—or anomia as
their group generally prefers to call 1t.13
Although we have somewhat arbitrarily separated these two
approaches, we do not mean to imply that they have had no over-
lap. Perhaps much of the overlap is only at an operational level
in research. Much of the difficulty in drawing a clear—cut line
between these two approaches stems from the form that their
research takes. Many who would classify themselves as interested

in societal anomie utilise data gathered on individuals and their



curacteris

?ining an
1te theory
tout, 806
of {ndivid:
overlap, |
Intie purp
Miearch a

ecty of

$:{etal A
Since )
afe the
Mife ras
‘ml) g
N 1,
2T Doty

“L'il fOI



12

charaoteristics. And conversely, many who use attitude scales—
defining anomia as an individual state of mind—both oite and use
the theory developed by persons who are interested in, and writing
about, societal anomie. And no doubt, the old theoretical devil
of individual versus group contributes no small degree to this
overlap. We will, however, arbitrarily separate them for ana-
lytic purposes, because the author feels that there is a closer
research affinity between the persons studying the subjective

aspects of anomie.

Socjetal Anomie

S8ince Merton, there have been several contributions to the
anomie theory. The majority of these, however, deal not with the
basic rationale for anomie (either at the group or individual
level), but more with the adaptations stemming from anomie, or
with the pearticularistic social situation in which the discrep-
ancy between the cultural goals and the socially struotured
means for achieving them ococurs.

Dubin, for example, subdivides Merton's category of means into
two categoriess means and norn-.14 Means are those actual behav-
iors that a person carries out in his daily activities. Norms
specify what is prescribed behavior and what is prosoribed behav-
ior. This distinction sets actual behavior apart from the values
used by actors to select among the behavioral choices. With this
new distinction, Dubin expands the Mertonian adaptation categor-
ies of Immovation and Ritualism from one to six alternatives each.

Rebellion and ritualism are retained as in the original work.
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13

The Mertonian rationale of a discrepancy between norms, goals
(and means) is not, however, modified.

Cloward, on the other hand, has extended the notion of discrep-
ancy (although he has not basically modified it) by noting that
there is a sooially structured differential acocess to both legit-
imate and illegitimate means.'” That is, if one cannot attain
the culturally presoribed goals by legitimate means, there is
still the possibility that he may attain them dy illegitimate
means. Cloward suggests that where illegitimate means are avail-
able and the person 'succeeds' in using them, there is a different
form of *innovation® than where the person does not succeed in
these illegitimate struoctures and must create his own innova-
tions. Of ocourse, if he cannot gain acoess to the illegitimate
structure, nor oreate one of his own, then a situation of double
failure exists, and no form of adaptation is left but that of the
retreatist. Although Cloward was specifically interested in
applying and revising the anomia theory to deliquent behavior,
his notions regarding the necessity of inspeoting means struo-
tures, other than the traditional imstitutional structure, have
been the point of departure for other oritigques and reformulations
of the Mertonian theory of anomie.

The majority of the other reformulations of anomie theory
generally see the need for adapting the notion of goals-means to
the particular social situation or group in which the actor is
operating. Short, for example, stresses the need for attending
to the goals and means present in the delinquent gang itself,

rather than assuming that the societal goals and means are



wully salie
uraption of
urous, and
wiwal gro
Wivesn the
In sumaa;
wated the
{nnot 4o
W been g
W, there
“Plicitll

\azen int

Yy



14

equally salient for all personl.16

Lemert notes that the
assumption of society-wide goals in a pluralistic society is
tenuous, and attention should be paid to the goals of these sub-
oultural groupings, especially as they mediate and intervene
between the individual and the societal 10v01s.17

In summary, these post-Mertonian theoretical changes have not
touched the underlying rationale whereby anomie develops. This
is not to say that oriticisms of the disorepancy rationale have
not been advanced, but within the tradition of anomie theory per
se, there have been none, nor in the research that has stemmed
explicitly from it have there been these sorts of criticisms

taken into account, as we shall loo.18

The Subjectivists
By subjectivists, we do mot mean to refer to those persons who

are interested in ascertaining the psychological bases or ante-
cedents of anomia. Rather, we refer to those who have an interest
in anomia as a characteristic of an individual; as a set of beliefs
about the nature of the world that he perceives; and as an individ-
ual state of mind. Most writers in this tradition, as implied
above, are explicitly sociological in that they see the cause of
individual attitudes, etc., as stemming from the individual's
position in looioty.19 That is, the state of societal anomie is
held to oreate a parallel state for the individual.

Perhaps the first two sociologists to beoome interested in
anomia were MacIver and Srole, in 1950, Maclver, for instanoce,

is very explicit in his concera over the individual aspects of
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anomia.
Anomy signifies the state of mind of one who has been pulled
up by his moral roots, who has no longer any standards, dbut
only disconnected urges, who has no longer any sense of
continuity, of folk, of obligation. The anomic man has
become spiritually sterile, responsive only to himself,
responsible to no one . « . He lives on the thin line of
sensation between no future and no past . . . Anomy is a
state of mind in which the individual®s sense of social
cohesion——the mainsgring of his morals—is broken or
fatally weakened. 2
Clearly, this is a subjectivist conception of anomie. Srole,
on the other hand, is much less a subjectivist——at least, at the
theoretical level. In his early works, he states that he is
attempting " to test hypotheses centering on Durkheim®s concept of

anomie.” 21

He notes that although Durkheim focused mainly on the
societal level, there is the possibility of a "parallel continuum
of variations seen from the 'microscopio' or molecular view of
individuals as they are integrated in the total action fields of
their interpersonal relationships and reference groupl."22

Further, he argues that there can exist a continuum ranging from
feunomia' to 'anomia', with the former "referring to the individe
ual's generalised, pervasive sense of *self-to-others belonging-
ness® and [with] *self-to-others distance' and *self-to-others
alienation* at the other pole of the continuum.” 23 Little more
theoretical attention is given to the development of his conceptu—
aligation. However, in his rationale for operationalisation, we get
an even clearer cue that Srole considers his anomia conceptuali-
gsation to refer to "the ideational states or components that on

on theoretical grounds would represent internalised counterparts

or reflections, in the individual®s life situation, of conditions
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of social dyltunction.”24
Regarding the sources of this anomia or self-to-others alien-
ation, Srole appears to follow the explicit sociological tradition
of Merton when he states that "soocial dysfunction is the inde-
pendent variable, the individual®s state of self-to-group alien-
ation is the intervening variable, and change in personality
(Fromm) or adaptive modes (Merton) is the dependent variable."2?
Fuarther, Srole explains:
Three more inclusive sets of forces are also seen as
operating in his [the anomioc person] contemporary
situation.
1. Reference groups beyond his immediate field of aotion,
within which acceptance and ultimate integration are sought.
2. Generalised qualities of the molar society penetrating
his contemporary action field as these affect (a) his life
goal choices, (b) his selection of means toward these goals,
and (o) his success or failure in achieving these goals.
3. The socialisation processes of his interpersonal rela-
tionships during child hood and adolescence, as these have
conditioned the interpersonal expectations, value orienta—-
tions, and behavioral tendemcies of his current personality
structure. 2
Perhaps Srole's greatest influence in this area was his devel-
omment of the now famous Srole Scale for measuring individual
anomia. JFollowing the develorment of this scale, there have been
few purely theoretical treatises on the mature and sources of
individual anomia. On the other hand, there has bdeen a virtual
explosion of empirical studies, each making their own contribution
to our knowledge about anomia. In explaining this explosion, it
is worthy to note the ease of using an attitude scale versus the
diffioculty of construoting group indexes. Primarily, these
studies have sought to correlate anomia with oonditions which

might be thought to exemplify the Mertonian rationale, and they
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will be discussed in the section dealing with a review of

empirical literature.

In summarising our perusal of selected writers in anomie-
anomia theory, we are foroed to agree with Cohen. "In view of
the sustained interest in anomie theory, its enormous influence
and its numerous [empirical] application . . . it is worth noting
and wondering at the relatively slow and fitful growth of the
substantive growth theory itself." 27 In addition, we find that
we also agree with McClosky and Schaar when they say that
"virtually all of this [empirical] work has employed a single
explanatory model for the analysis of anomys a specified social-
cultural ocondition gives rise to specified feelings in individ-
vals which in turam result in specified behaviors. Different
writers have werked variations on this scheme, but nobody has
challenged the scheme itself or attempted a fundamental revision
of it . . « [and] virtually all studies of anomy have employed the

sgme explanatory nodol."28

We must note, however, as we shall see
in our review of empirical literature, that no study using an
explicitly avowed anomic theory framework has come up with empir-
ical findings which have directly challenged anomie theory.

Therefore, the explanatory rationale appears to have some valid-

ity.

Review of Alienation Theory
We have arbitrarily separated aliemation theory from anomio
theory because aliemation theory seems to have a much longer

history as well as a wider scope of discussion, at least in its
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18
usage by social critics from a wide variety of intellectuals. In

the main, alienation is used by those theorists holding to a "mass
society” viewpoint, whereas anomie—-anomia theorists are more from
the struotural-functional point of view. As we shall see, however,
the two conoepts are similar. We shall first provide a brief
introduotion to this history of the oconcept, relying heavily upon
Feuer's vork.29 Then we shall turn to those more empiriocally
oriented alienation theorists forthe bulk of our review of alien-
ation theory. We shall confine our attention to those theorists
interested in developing the theory of alienation for the purposes
of social research—rather than social criticism. This is not
intended as a slight to social oritics nor to demean their funo-
tion; rather it is a recognition of a distinotion between social

oriticism and social science.

History and Early Usage
According to Feuer, alienation is an ethical concept having

its historiocal source in "the youthful Marx who in manusoripts,
sometimes unpublished, wrote down an ethical oritique of capi-
tnlinl.”3° Feuer argues that Marx piocked up the term and its
accompanying vocabulary from Hegel, who in turn "imbibed the
conocept of alienation from pessimist Protestant theology (Calvin,
in pnrtioular).”31 Generally, Marx saw alienation as a condition
resulting from the separation of the worker from the product he
made as well as the means of production. Or, at least this is
the traditional contemporary interpretation of Marx's meaning

of alienation. Meuer maintains, however, that this is a super-
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ficial reading of Marx's theory, and that "...'alienation' as
first used by Marx, Engels, and their fellow young Hegelians
and Peuerbachians was a romantio conoept, with a preponderantly
sexual oonnotation. It was the language of a group which made
a protest of romantio individualisa against the new capitalist
oivilisation, but which soon went on to its post-adolescent
peace with bourgeois society. Marx and Engels discarded a
oconcept which became alien to their own ails."32

Although rejected by Marx and Engels, and classical Marxists,
the term has returned to our vocabulary via MacDonald, and other
alienated intellectual social oritios of the 1930's vintage.
Closely akin to the social oritics' usage of alienation as a
polemical conocept has been the use of the term by “mass society"
Athoorista. Mass society theorists view alienation as a slightly
evil product of modern society, somewhat in the manner that
Simmel viewed modern nooioty.33 In this style, alienation is
sometimes referred to as a cause of everything from apathy to
suioide. PFeuer is somewhat oritical of this wide usage of the
term, and concludes that "...'alienation' remains too much a
oconcept of political theology which bewilders rather than clari-
fies the direotion of political action...[is] a dramatic metaphor
which for reasons peculiar to intellectual's experience has become
their favorite root-metaphor for perceiving the social universe...
[and] a projection of the psychology of intellectuals disenchanted

with thonsolv'-.”34
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20
Current Alienation Theory

Nettler, in an effort to olarify the referents of alienation,
has commented upon the degree to whioh alienation is distinct
from anomie (as a societal condition) and personal disorganisa-
tion.35 Nettler's definition of an alienated person is "one who
has been estranged from, made unfriendly toward, his society and
the culture it carries ... the feeling of estrangement from

loeioty.“36

Expliocitly, this definition refers to a psychological
state of the individual. Nettler appears to equate Srole's
conception of anomia with alienation, however.

With respect to the oconditions under which alienation ococurs,
Nettler cites a large number of the mass society theorists and
oritios (Fromm, De Grasie, etc.) but contributes little person—
ally. We may assume, however, from his theoretical guide to
operationalisation—i.e., "all specific questions were guided by
the assumption that the alienated person would resent the common
cultural values of his looioty"37-—thgt alienated persons rejeot
the cultural goals in favor of their own., We would assume that
this is at least not incongruent with the Merton rationale of a
discrepancy, although how Nettler would feel about the rejection
or acoceptance of norms is obviously not known. Theoretically,
there is another alternative interpretation of Nettler's position.
Given that his definition of alienation includes rejection of
cultural goals, and estrangement from the rest of society, it
may be logically possible to consider this as a form of Merton's

‘retreatist® adaptation. In this case, the antecedents of

Nettler®'s "alienation" again could logiocally be ocongruent with
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Merton's oconceptualizsation of the preconditions of anomie—
or alienation. Regarding the theoretically possidle conse-
quences of alienation, Nettler says little, but apparently
would regard it as an open question, to be answered empirically.
One of the most productive writers and researchers on the

38 This is evident from

contemporary soene is Melvin Seeman.
an inspeotion of the institutional affiliations of many writers
in ulionntion.39 In an effort to "make more organised sense of
one of the great traditions in sociological thought ... and to
make the traditional interest in alienation more amenable to
sharp empirical statement,” Seeman has developed five basic, but
theoretically separable, ways in which the term alienation has
been used.4® The five variants ares (1) powerlessness or "the
expectancy or probability held by the individual that his own
behavior cannot determine the ocourrence of the outcomes, or
reinforcements, he l‘.kl';41 (2) meaninglessness, or the "low
expectancy that satisfaotory prediections about future outcomes
of behavior can be lado”;42 (3) normlessness, or a "high expect-
ancy that socially unapproved behaviors are required to achieve
glven gonla”;43 (4) isolation, or the condition in which the
person "assign[s] low reward values to goals or beliefs that are
typically highly valued in the given society";*4 ana (5) self-
estrangement, or "the degree of dependence of the given behavior
ﬁpon anticipated future rcvards".45 All variants are explicitly
individual states, and, maintains Seeman, should not be confused

or equated with personal disorganisation, or other quasi-patho-
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logical characteristics. Although these phenomena may accompany

alienation, they are not identical with it. Seemants relatively

narrow definitions of alienation are an aid in researching alien-
ation, in that they make alienation somewhat more operationalis-—

able.

An inspection of Seeman's writings with respect to the causes
of alienation seems to indicate that mass society, in conjunction
with various aspects of learning in a mass society, create alien-
ation. He relies very heavily upon the social learning theory of
Rotters

[Rotterts] f:inoipal contention is that human behavior

depends on (1) the degree to which a person expects that
the behavior will have a successful outcome, and (2) the

value of that success to the person trying to achieve it.
If these factors are powerful, separately or together, the
behavior is most likely to ococur. Specifically, if a
person expects that learning something will help him
achieve some goal and/or he values that goal, he is more
likely to learn.4

Another factor influenoing learning is the degree to which a
person conceives of the success or failure of a given behavior
being due to an external or an internal factor, i.e., something
outside his control or under his control. "A person will
definitely learn less from experiences he conceives to de domi-
nated by outsiders, or by chance, which he feels he cannot influ-
cnoo."47

This general learning theory is, in Seeman's view:

Parallel [to] the argument of the followers of mass theory
that the isolated individual in the *lonely crowd®, sub-
ordinated to and intimidated by bureaucracy, becomes con-
vinoced of his powerlessness and gives up learning about
those things that might affect his future. As a specifio
example, he becomes apathetioc and 1gdifforont to politios
e o o 'You can't fight oity hall'.4
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In general, Seeman maintains that bureaucratic social systems
oreate situations where persons cannot learn how to control the
outoomes of their behavior, i.e., they cannot learn what is
necessary in order to obtain a reward. Or at least that bureauc—-
racies maintain control over the reward systems so that what the
individual does has no bearing upon the rewards that he receives.
This oreates the powerlessness, normlessness, etc.

This set of propositions does not, however, contain a specifi-
cation of the particular form of the relationship of the individual
to the bureaucracy. 4And unless we can assume that all relation-
ships with bureaucracy produce alienation, then some other set of
factors is necessary. Additionally, Seeman's view seems to assume
that there is, on the part of the individual, some expectation of
control, or at least, ro'nrd.49 If this assumption is made, then
it would seem that Seeman's learning theory-mass society rationale
is not basically incompatible with the Durkheim-Merton rationale,
but more an explication and extension of it for the *mass society’
context. That is, given the nature of bureaucratic systems,
there is a distinot possibility that the individual will experi-~
ence a discrepancy between his desire for control, meaning,
rewards, etc., and the control, meaning, rewards, etc., that he
actually achieves. In this manner, then, we can consider Seeman's
theoretical rationale as a part of the disorepancy rationale. As
we shall see later, Waisanen has explicitly set out a series of
'discrepancy' conditions which can lead to Seeman's various forms
of nlionation.so

Seeman suggests many possible consequences of alienation.
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"Alienation in turn results in alienated behavior, such as
political passivity, racial and religious prejudice, taking
part in movements that promise to usher in the millenium (dut
have 1ittle immediate or practical effect) and the like.">'
Perhaps his most provocative consequence is the degree to which
alienation prohibits the learning of new information that would
lead to a form of oontrol by the individual over his situation.
If we are not misinterpreting Seeman, learning certain types of
information about a situation lead to control over it, or at
least to a sense of ocontrol. But in his study of hospitals and
reformatories, he notes that alienation precludes learning of
this lort.52 Therefore, alienation may be spoken of as begat—
ting more alienation=—or at least alienation sets up a situation
which may not be self-=correcting, and is likely to be ever
inoreasing. Somewhat the same rationale is presented in his
study of unions and powerlessness, where he argues that to some
degree alienation is both a structural result of lack of partioci-
pation, and s motivation not to belong to organisations.’> And
again, it has the consequences of feeding upon itself, and
inoreasing.

In general, Seeman's contributions seea to lie in the area of
narrowly specifying what alienation is, eo that it may be more
sharply distinguished from its antecedents and its consequences.
And although he relies upon a relatively general theory of mass
society as an antecedent condition, it does not appear to be in
conflict with the *discrepancy' rationale set forth by Durkheim

and Merton.
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Clark, who also would appear to have been influenced by

Seeman, explicitly illustrates the possibility that alienation—
and in particular powerlessness—may indeed stem from a form of
the discrepancy between expectations and achiovononta.54 He
defines alienation as "the degree to which man feels powerless
to achieve the role he has determined to be rightfully his in
specific lituntionn."ss Further, "a measure of alienation must
be a measure of the discrepancy between the power man believes
he has, and what he believes he should have——his estrangement
from his rightful role."”° Although not explicitly stated, it
is evident that Clark feels that such a situation of discrepancy
(and therefore alienation) is more likely to develop in a large
bureaucratic situation. In characterizing his study site, he
says that "this cooperative illustrates one of the most striking
trends in cooperative organisations in recent years, namely the
rapid shift from a small, community-centered, personal organisa-
tion to a large, sprawling, more complicated, and impersonal
orgunisstion."57

These definitions and comments indicate that Clark feels that
alienation is an individual state which results from a disorepancy
between one's expectations and achievements, which is very likely
to ococur in mass societies. With respect to the consequences of
alienation Clark has little to say.

Following Seeman's lead in defining alienation, Dean has
attempted to develop empirical evidence regarding the separadbility

58

of the various types of alienation. Although Dean cites Seeman,

and follows his sub-types, there is a good bit of divergence
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between the two. Both Dean and Seeman define powerlessness in

approximately the same manner, as a state of helplessness, of
inability to control one's future. Normlessness, however, is
defined by Dean as consisting of two sub-sub-typesi purposeless—
ness and oonflict or norms. Purposelessness is similar to
MacIver's anomy—a state in which the individual has lost his
values s0 that he has no guiding purposes or goals in his life.
The conflict of norms ocours, for example, when the individual
"incorporates in his personality oconflicting morms such as the
standards of Christianity versus the success imperative, the
stimulation toward a oconstantly higher material standard of
living versus the practical denial of a high standard for many
people, and the alleged freedom of the individual versus the
factual limitations on his bohavior.'sg Both of these types of
normlessness are at variance with Seeman's definition of norms as
the high expectancy that illegitimate means are required to reach
a given goal. Actualiy, Dean's definition of the purposelessness
component seems to approximate What Seeman would define as mean-
inglessness, i.e., "the low expectancy that satisfactory predio-

60 Dean's

tions about future outoomes of behavior can be made.”
third component, social isolation, although theoretically similar
to Seeman's, is operationalised quite differently. Whereas
Seeman considers social isolation within the framework of rewards,
Dean discusses it in terms of the number of social contacts that

one has, and the sense of separation from groups which is conse-

quently engendered. Generally, it would seem that Dean's consider-
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ation of alienation is somewhat similar to Seeman®s, although

there is a terminological difference in the way that they
utilise the various terms.,

Because his study was primarily aimed at ascertaining
empirical relations between sub=types of alienation, Dean has
little to say in terms of the antecedent conditions and the con-
sequences of alienation. Given his hypotheses regarding relation-
ships between social status, age and urban residence, and his
comments regarding his study paralleling those of Wendell Bell,
it would seem that he implicitly believes that differential
access to goals, or social status is an important variable
oreating alienation.
| Hajda's conceptualisation of alienation is to some degree
similar to Nettler's notion regarding the isolation from the
cultural mainstream, and Dean's notion of social 1solation.6'
Hajda defines alienation as "an individual's feeling of uneasi-
ness or discomfort whioh reflects his exclusion or self-exclusion
from social and ocultural participation. It is an expression of
non-belonging or non-sharing, an uneasy awareness or perception of

62 Hajda further conceives of

unwelcome contrast with others."
alienation—as Srole does of anomia——as a continuum that cannot
be understood apart from the opposite feeling of "belongingness."
Given this continuum, then, everyone in a society may at some
situation or another, feel more or less alienated. Regarding the

conditions under which alienation varies, Hajda conceives of four

major factorss
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(1) The number of qualitatively different collectivities

an individual belongs to and thus the numdber of subcultures
he participates inj (2) the extent to which the membership
in these collectivities is concentrically coordinated with,
grows out of, or is supported by the personal primary groupsj
(3) the degree to which the ties to chronologically earlier
membership groups are not discarded or attenuated in favor
of a commitment to new and substantially different social
ties; (4) the extent to which the membership collectivities
to which one belongs represent or symbolize the main body
of the society and are infused with the prevalent values,
norms, beliefs.63

Although these are the general characteristics or conditions
which Hajda would see as associated with, or producing aliena-
tion, he would further maintain that there are many routes for
the development of alienation, dependent upon the particular
circumstances, With respect to the possible consequences of
alienation, Hajda has little to say. Again, it would seem that
the particular consequences would depend upon the particular
alienated group.

The last theoretical contributions to alienation theory
which we shall consider are those of Waisanen.64 In these efforts
Waisanen is explicitly formulating a rapprochement between the
various branches of alienation and anomie theory, as well as
theory from various scientific disciplines. Waisanen begins
with the notion that alienation is a consequence of the relation-
ship between the individual and the social system, He, then
hypothesizes that both the individual and the social system have
norms and goals, This, of course, raises the possibility of
several different types of discrepancies between individual and

social system, and between goals and norms. This logical proced-

ure produces a revision of Merton's paradigm. Then, Waisanen
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relates the possibility of a discrepancy to the dissonance

theory of Festinger using it as a meta-hypothesis to account
for the *strain toward adaptations' which is so often absent

or implicitly assumed in the work of previous alienation—-anomie
theoriste., Basically, Festinger's meta~hypothesis iss "If a
person knows two things, for example, something about himself
and something about the world in which he lives, which somehow
do not fit together, we will speak of this as gcognitive disson-
n65

ance. Further, "if these two things do fit together, the

oondition is oconsonance. Dissonance prompts behavior which
attempts to reduce the diaaonanoo.'66
To this framework, Waisanen has attached what might be thought
of as “general goals"” of the individuals or consequential elements
that "acorue to the person as he participates in the system . . .
[and] become part of his self -ylto-.”67 These consequential
elements ares (1) "Familiarity [which] represents knowledge of,
and a belief in the rules of the social system; it . . . relates
to perceived stability. It makes patterned behavior possidle.
It represents internalisation of norms, perception of appropriate-
ness of roles, and ability to manipulate facilities." (2)"Power
[or] influence within the system. It related to perceived sig-
nificance and productivity, and represents a consequence of sys—
temic evaluation of the productivity of the person. Power implies
knowledge of the processes of the system, and the influencing of
these processes.” (3) "The operation of the social system also

Yields sentiment, or affective ties with other members of the
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syatel.”éa When the conditions of the relationship between

the person and the social system are discrepant, these consequen-
tial elements are not forthooming, and Waisanen would argue,
produce the conditions of powerlessness, normlessness and social
isolation to which Seeman refers. Although these alienative
elements will be present in any condition of discrepancy between
the individual and the social system, they, in and of themselves,
do not influence the direction which adaptations will take——or

to use the Festinger terminology——they do not affect the mode of
dissonance reduction attempts.

Factors which do affect the form of the adaptation are similar
to the original Mertonian paradigm. Waisanen's introduction of
both personal and social system considerations, however, produces
an additional convergency with Seeman, and claward.69 Cloward

notes, and Seeman ocites, the followings
It is our view that the most significant step in the with-

drawal of sentiments supporting the legitimacy of conven-
tional norms is the attribution of the cause of failure to
the social order rather than to oneself . . .Whsther the
failure blames the social order or himself is of ocentral
importance to the understanding of deviant conduct.70
If the individual sees the social system at fault, he will seek
changes in it, and vice versa. This additional element in
Waisanen's reformulation olarifies the form of adaptations to,
or consequences of, alienation which were to some degree unclari-
fied in Seeman's thought. Additionally, it also specifies the
oconditions of the relationship between the individual and the
social system which produce alienation——another factor which is
not present in Seeman's theoretical developments regarding

alienation.
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Waisanen's main contribution, then, has not been to alter

our picture of what the state of the alienated person is; basi-
cally, he appears to agree with Seeman., Rather, it is a olari-
fication of both the conditions under whioh alienation develops,
and the oconsequences under which certain forms of adaptation
develop. It is, also, an explicit statement of a meta~hypothesis
which to some degree sustains the dynamios of the alienative

process, or the sirain toward adaptation.

Summary of Alienation-Anomia Theory

1. There is an ever—present problem with terminology and
semantios. It is generally accepted that anomie refers to a
societal condition and that anomy, anomia and alienation refer to
an individual state. Others consider alienation to be the indi-
vidual reflection of societal anomie. This is not incongruent
with other usages but merely an additional semantic issue which
eventually should be resolved.

2. Most researchers using the term anomia study the anteced-
ents and oconsequent conditions, with anomia as an intervening
variable; an exception (and this will become clearer in the
section dealing with empirical studies) is the usage of the Srole
scale, whioch is frequently used in antecedent—anomia studies, as
well as anomia~consequence studies. Theorists using the term
alienation often are concerned with the nature of alienation,
rather than its specific causes and/or consequences, although
more persons seemed to be concerned with oconsequences.

3. Most theorists would agree with the basic rationale of a
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disocrepancy between an individual's goals and his actual

achievement of them as a cause of alienation/anomia. In cases
where this is not explicitly stated, it would appear that it is,
at least, logically consistent. Therefore, we can combine theo-
retical writings regarding alienation and anomia-anomy.

4. Although it stems from a single general source, alienation/
anomia is generally thought to have various facets or sub-types,
generally following one ar more of the Seeman variants. Addition~
ally, it is thought that alienation——at least at a theoretical
level==should be conceptually separated from personal disorgani-
sation as well as other quasi-pathological phenomena. There is,
however, a general expectation that the sub=-types, as well as the
pethological phenomena, will be found empirically related to
each other. A problem stemming from this sort of conceptualiza-
tion——as we shall see later—is that many of the operationaliza-
tions are basically similar, and empiriocally have been found to be
correlated. If they do, in fact, stem from a single source, we
could hardly expect them to be otherwise.

In summary, then, we can define alienation as a product of the
relationship of the individual and the social system, in which
there is a discrepancy between the individual®s expectations and
achievements. Further, this condition oreates for the individual,
feelings of a disturdbing sort, which may embody powerlessness,
normlessness, etc. Although there is a theoretical basis for
separating the various forms of alienation, there must await

eapirical proof of separability.
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Review of Empiriocal Alienation—Anomie Literature

Operationaligations of Alienation—Anomie
Following the general definition of alienation as a !'state of

mind', most scholars have tended to use “attitude type" state-
ments as their measure of alienation. Most of these statements
more or less represent what a person who was alienated might feel
like, and theredby endorse. In discussing these various operation-
alisations, we will use Seeman’s terminology as our standard,

this being necessary bdecause of the divergent terms which are

used by various writers.

Srole's original anomia scale contained the folloying five
statementss (1) "There's little use writing to public officials
because often they aren’t really interested in the prodblems of
the average man"; (2) "Nowadays a person has to live pretty much
for today and let tomorrow take care of itself"; (3) "In spite of
what some people say, the lot of the average man is getting
worse, not better"; (4) "It*s hardly fair to bring childrem into
the world with the way things look for the future"; and (5)
"These days a person doesn't really know whom he can count c.m."71

Item one would seem to exemplify Seeman's conceptualisation
of powerlessness, in that it indicates an inability of the person
to influence what will happen to him, in the sense that he
cannot influence that whioh his leaders will do. Item two, by
indicating that “"tomorrow” is essentially unpredictable, would

seem to exemplify Seeman's conceptualisation of meaninglessness,
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i.e., predictions about future outocomes of behavior cannot be

made. Item four is of much the same character. Item five,
although construed by Srole to mean social estrangement, would
seem to be the social isolation discussed by Dean, in terms
of the lack of friendships, rather than estrangement from cul-
tural goals. Item three was meant by Srole to indicate dissatis—
faction with the American progress ideal, and thereby rejection of
an American goal, or, ocultural estrangement. But item three also
indicates a great deal of despair, or pessimism for the future.
Indeed, it has been opined that the entire Srole scale measures
"despair" more than it does alienation or ano-ia.72
Nettler's operationalisation of alienation is used by Seeman

as an example of the *isolation® component of alienation, i.e.,
it reflects a dissatisfaction with, and rejection of, the values
of the majority society. Representative examples from Nettler's
17=item scale ares

Do you enjoy TV?

Do you read Reader's Digest?

Were you interested in the recent national elections?
Do national spectator-sports (football, baseball) interest

you? :
Do you believe human life is an expression of devine gurposo,
or is it only the result of chance and evolution? /3

These sorts of items would appear to operationalise a more or less
*intellectual alienation'’.

Clark, in operationalising alienation (or more specifically,
powerlessness) from a specific social system which an individual
participates in, asked a series of questions about the individ-

ual’s feeling of influence within the social system. Specifically
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he asked who owned the cooperative, how much influence the individ-
ual felt he had in the cooperative, how much *say*® the individual
felt that members ought to have in the cooperative, the extent to
which he felt that he was a !part—owner®' of the cooperative, and
lastly, a rating by the interviewer of the identification that
the individual has with the coopcrativo.74 These items would
seem to indicate powerlessness in the Seeman sense, in that they
ask the individual how much influence and power he has over the
cooperative, which in turn has some influence over the life of
the individual,

Dean has operationalized alienation as a general measure,
and in addition, includes three sub-scales of powerlessness,

normlessness and social isolation. Dean's items ares

Powerlessness

1. There is little or nothing I can do towards preventing
a major *shooting' war,

2. Weo are just so many oogs in the machinery of life.

3. The future looks very dismal.

4. There is 1little chance for promotion on the job unless
a man gets a break.

5. There are so many decisions that have to be made today
that sometimes I could just blow up.

6. It is frightening to be responsible for the development
of a 1little chilad.

T. Sometimes I have the feeling that other people are
using me.

8. We're 50 regimented today that there's not much room
for choice even in personal matters.

Normlessness

1. I often wonder what the meaning of life really is.

2. Peoples' ideas change so much that I wonder if we'll
ever have anything to depend on.

3. Bverything is relative and there just aren't any
definite rules to this life.

4. With so many religious beliefs today one doesn't
really know which to believe.

5. I worry about the future facing today's children.
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6. The end often justifies the means,

T. The only thing one can be sure of today is that
he can be sure of nothing.

Socigl Isolation

1. Sometimes I feel all alone in the world.

2. Real friends are as easy as ever to find.

3. People are just naturally friendly and helpful.

4. There are few dependable ties between people anymore.

5. I don't get invited out by friends as often as I*d
really like.

6. Most people today seldom feel lonely.

T. One can always find friends if he shows himself
friendly.

8. The world in which we live is basically a friendly
place. 15

Inspeocting these items, it becomes apparent that Dean is
treating social isolation, not as Seeman did (as rejection of
culturally valued goals), but more as the perception of loneli-
ness of the lack of friends. This is similar to Srole's item,
"These days a person doesn't really know whoam he can count on."
Dean's notions of normlessness also seem to approximate what
Seeman defined as meaningless, i.e., low expectancy of predict-
ing the future, with one exception (item number six) where he
states that "The end often justifies the means", which seems to
exemnplify approval of illegitimate means to get ahead. In
addition, one must note in both powerlessness and normlessness,
Dean emphasises the degree to which the future is either dismal
or unpredictable. The two items concerning the future for
children (powerlessnesss item six, normlessness: item five) are
similar to Srole's item regarding the dismal future of children
in today's world. There would, however, appear to be a good

deal of convergence between Dean's and Seeman's oconceptualisa~-
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tion and operationalization of powerlessness.

Hajda's operationalizations of alienation are similar to
Clark in that he was attempting to measure alienation within
a particular oococupational sphere, in this case the academic
occupution-.76 Following his definition of alienation as a
feeling of exclusion or self-exclusion from cultural partici-
pation, or unwelcome contrast with others, Hajda asked respon-
dents "how often they felt unoomfortably different in the
presence of non-academic people because of their views on
religion, views on politics, great interest in a specialized
field that non—academio people do not understand, personal
tastes, and conocern about solving social probloms."77 If a
person felt uncomfortable for these items, he was said to be
alienated. This operationalisation is similar to that of
Nettler, and would seem to represent a variant of Seeman's
notions of isolation, in that there is a concern with what
one is doing that is not in acoord with the majority of the
society. Hajda, however, includes ‘uneasiness®! or discomfort
over this feeling as a faotor in alienation., Nettler and
Seeman, however, would not apparently think it necessary for
this discomfort to exist in order for alienation to exist.

Seeman, after his definitive, "On the Keaning of Alienation",
undertook a series of other studies in whioch he operationalised
the ?powerlessness® component of alionation.78 Although his
scale has not been published in its entirety, nor has the writer

been able to obtain one, Seeman does provide us with four
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examples which he claims to be representative. They are

forced choice types and, as such, represent something of a
departure from the usual mode of asking attitude questions.
Seeman's items ares

1. (a) There®s very little persons like myself can do to
improve world opinion of the United States.
(b) I think each of us oan do a great deal to improve
world opinion of the United States.

2. (a) Persons like myself have little chance of protect-
ing our personal interests when they oconflict with
those of strong pressure groups.

(b) I feel that we have adequate ways of coping with

pressure groups.

3. (a) Bven if the odds are against you, it®s possible to
come out on top by keeping at it.
(b) A person's future is largely a matter of what fate
has in store for him.

4. (a) Nowadays people just don't realize what an important
role luck plays in their lives.
(b) There is really no such thing as luck.

5. (a) Many times I have the feeling that I have little
influence over the things that happen to me.
(b) I do not believe that chance and luck are very
important in my 1ife.

6. (a) Becoming a success is a matter of hard workj luck
has little or nothing to do with it.
(b) Getting a job depends mainly upon being at the
right place at the right time.

7. (a) The average citizen can have an influence on the
way the government is run.
(b) This world is run by the few people in power, and
there is not muoh the little guy can do about it.79

Seeman's original definition of powerlessness was in terms of
the "expectancy of probability held by the individual that his
own behavior cannot determine the occurrence of the outoomes,

or reinforcements, he -oeks."ao

In his operationalisations,
however, Seeman does not ask the person for this simplistio

probability or expectation. Rather, he follows the usual



ractice of de
wreed or disal
uzh o low pro
wrrow defindd

inspection of

tiailar to De
Revention of
1y fron the
Yance to Spo
Rblic ofticy

liidleton1
Operational
nich wi))

{teay ey



39
practice of developing attitude type statements, which when

agreed or disagreed with, would characterize a person who held
such a low probability. Seeman, thus, dilutes his relatively
narrow definition of alienation at the operational level. An
inspection of these items further reveals that they are somewhat
similar to Dean's items, especially his items regarding the
prevention of a 'shooting war!, and promotion on the job stem-
ming from the *breaks'. Seeman's items also bear some resem—
blance to Srole's item regarding the uselessness of writing to

public officials.
Middleton, as a result of a survey of recent alienation=anomia

operationalisations, has attempted to develop attitude statements

81

which will elicit all current usages of alienation. Middleton's

items are:

Powerlessness
There is not much that I can do about most of the

important problems that we face today.

Meaninglessness
Things have become so ocomplicated in the world today
that I really don't understand just what is going on.

Normlessness
In order to get ahead in the world today, you are
forced to do some things whioh are not right.

Cultural Estrangement
I am not much interested in the TV programs, movies,

or magasines that most people seem to like.
Social Estrangement
I often feel lonely.

Estrangement from work
I don't really enjoy most of the work that I do, but

I feel that I must do it in order to have other things
that I need and want.82
Middletonts notions of powerlessness and meaninglessness seem

to parallel those of Seeman, and his notion of meaninglessness is
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very similar to Dean's notions of 'normlessness'. Middleton's

statement for normlessness explicitly follows Seeman's descrip-
tion of normlessness as the expectancy that unapproved means are
necessary to achieve a goal. Cultural estrangement is similar
to Seeman's definition of *isolation®, and Nettler's operation-
alisation of alienation, in that it represents the rejection of
contemporary mass society values. Social estrangement, as
Middleton lists it, is not included in the Seeman survey of
usages, but aprroximates Dean's usage of social isolation,
and Srole's item about lack of friendship., PMinally, Middleton
develops an item which elicits estrangement from work, and
seems to be very similar to Seeman'’s notion of *self-estrange-
ment?, i.e., the feeling that behavior has no intrinsic wvalue,
but only in its effect or influence in obtaining future rewards.
In summary, it would appear that there is some amount of
terminological confusion and empirical overlap at the operational
level, as well as at the theoretical level. In -pito of this
overlap and confusion, however, there appear to be some rela-
tively clear—cut usages. Powerlessness, for instance, is seen
by several writers (Dean, Seeman, Clark and Middleton) as the
feeling of the individual that he cannot ocontrol, or has no
influence over, the majority of things that affect his life.
Meaninglessness, in the Seeman sense, is somewhat less clear-
out, both in terminology and empirical referents. Generally,
it would appear that meaninglessness refers to the inability to

predict the outcome of any behavior. As such, the future
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appears as chaotic and dismal. This meaninglessness component

also would appear to be present to some degree in Srole's second
and fourth items.

There appear to be two clear varieties of isolationt: one
referring to the estrangement from, and rejection of, popular
values; and the other referring to exolusion from a social net-
work of social ties, e.g., friendships, etc. This latter variant
is present in Dean's social isolation scale, and in one item in
the Srole scale, as well as the intentional item in the Middleton
set. Soocial isolation, as estrangement from mass values, is
represented in Nettler's and Hajda's treatments, and is more of
an alienation developed by intellectuals than by the man on the
street.

Re—~examining Srole's scale, it would appear that it is a rela-
tively general scale, oontaining powerlessness, meaninglessness
and isolation from social ties, plus some content referring to
a general pessimistic outlook for the future, e.g., despair.
Dean'’s scales also contain these sorts of items, as well as some
items about the future. As such, these two scales would seem to
oconstitute the most general scales available in contemporary

usage.

Inter—Correlations of Aliengtion Scales

Although there is some basis for considering alienation as a
separate but related phenomena, some sort of empirical tests are
necessary. These are partially available, and an inspection of

them may be helpful. First, from the Middleton study, it would
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appear that all items are relatively highly inter—correlated,

with the exception of cultural estrangement (Table 1).

Table 18 Inter~Correlations of Types of Alienation’ 83

Meaning Norm Cult. Social Est.
Estrange. Est. from Work

Powerlessness 58 61 .06 54 57
Meaninglessness — 59 17 .46 .81
Normlessness — — 31 48 67
Cultural estrangement «— — — .08 «20

Social estrangement

] -—un bed 071

% The number of cases is 2565 the measure of association is
Yule®s Q. The values of X2 for all relationships for which
Q exceeds .30 are significant at the .05 level.
This would appear to give some justification for considering
cultural estrangement as a separate, independent entity.

From a variety of other studies, we can see other types of
inter—correlations between scales. Table 2 is constructed from
the studies of Dean, Nettler and Simmon-.84 All figures are

product moment correlations, and are significant at the .05

level. Where no information is available, "n.a" is entered.

Table 28 Inter—Correlations of Various Alienation Measures

Powerlessness Normlessness Social Nettler

Isolation
Srole Scale .35(8) «25(S «23(s) 301(N)
«31(D
Powerlessness «43(8S «53(S Nelo
«6T(D «54(D
Normlessness «33(S NeBe
41(D
Social Isolation Ne&e

Nettler

D) = Dean

§S§ = Simmons
N) = Nettler
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These inter—correlations would seem to indicate that there

is some degree of empirical overlap between the various oper—
ationalisations of alienation, and its sub-types. The fact that
none of the correlations is very high, however, would also indi-
cate that there is considerable room for independent variance.
Two recent attempts to discover—-—via factor analysis—whether
there is a ocommon factor underlying these various operationali-
gations of alienation, do little to resolve our problem. Neal
and Rettig, in their faoctor analytic study, presented the follow-

ing purposes:

§1; To develop measures of powerlessness and normlessness;
2) to test the orthogonality of the powerlessness and
normlessness measures from Srole's anomie scale by means
of factor analysisj (3) to compare the structure of alien=—
ation among manual and non-manual workers; and (4) to
determine the relationship of status aspiration to the
powerlessness and normlessness dimensions of alienation.

85
With these intentions, then, a series of items which measured
political and economic powerlessness and normlessness were
developed. Then, separate factor analyses were performed for
manual and non-manual workers separately, with nine factors
extracted. As expected, Srole's anomie scale was found to be
orthogonal to alienation, and various forms of alienation were
found to be orthogonal to each other.

Struening and Richardson, in another factor analytio attempt
to determine the structure of the alienation—anomia—guthoritar-
ianism nexus, found that the Srole scale fell upon the general
dimension of *alienation® which the alienation items also loaded

on.86 Their conclusion was that alienation and anomia (Srole)
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were of the same general underlying factor. And to further

complicate matters, Cartwright has written a oritique of the
Neal and Rettig article, stating that their factor analysis
provides no answers to the questions of the possible orthogo-
nality of the various factors.87 His principle reason is that
Neal and Rettig's analysis did not allow for the possibility of
obliqns factors, and necessarily developed orthogonal factors.
Therefore, he argues, their hypotheses are neither confirmed nor

rejected.

Relationships of Alienation to Other Variables

Since the development of the Srole scale for measuring anomia,
and more recently, the development of various alienation scales,
there has been an explosion of empirical studies using these
scales. In this section, we will review these studies, although
our review cannot be exhaustive. Following our concern with
alienation as a state of explicitly operationalised feeling of
the individual, we will concern ourselves only with those studies
using an attitudinal type of alienation or anomia. Most of these
studies indicate a relationship between alienation and a more or
less *pathological’ variable.

By pursuing this review, we would also hope to note that
alienation is a relatively stable area of phenomena (however
it is operationalised) in that we hope to indicate that it is
related consistently to a set of antecedent structural variables
(usually social oclass) and to a set of consequential variables—

usually held to be of a quasi=pathological nature. We shall
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conclude with a discussion of anomia as an intervening variable

between social class and these quasi-pathological variables.

One of the most consistent findings has been a relationship
between anomia/alienation and authoritarianism. In his original
piece, Srole reports a relationship between anomia and authori-
tarianism, and prejudice, with anomia acocounting for the rela-
tionship of authoritarianism to pr.judico.ea Roberts and Rokeach,
on the other hand, contend that the relationship of authoritarian-
ism to prejudice did not disappear when anomia was controlled
for, but remained relatively high.O? MeDill, in a factor analy-
sis, finds about the same thing, i.e., that both anomia and
authoritarianism contribute equally to projudioc.go Dean also
reports relationships between alienation (po'trlossnoss, norm=
lessness and social isolation sub=scales) and suthoritariani'm.91
Throughout this set of studies, it is clear that there does exist
a relationship between alionation/anonia and authoritarianism—
and prejudice towards ethnic minorities.

Other studies indicate that alienation/anomia is further
related to other forms of pathologiocal behaviors or attitudes.
Simmons finds that anomia (Srole scale) and alienation (Dean
scales) are related to misanthropy, low self-esteem, life dis—
satisfaction and attitude uncertainity.’> Rosenberg found that
alienation=—as operationalised by faith in people——is related to
a willingness to use disapproved means in order to reach a
gos1.93 Angell finds a relationship between anomia and a will-

ingness to invade other®s privacy, as well as projudioo.94
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MoPhail finds a relationship between alienation-—as measured

by the Dean scales——and dogmatian.95 Rhodes finds that anomia
is related to one's level of aspiration, regardless of the
socio-economic level, with high anomia related to high aspira-
tions (disoropnnoy between ocoupational aspiration and father's
oécupction).96 Tumin and Collins find a relationship between
low anomia and readiness to desegregate, although Photiadis and
Biggar found no relationship of anomia to ethnic distanoo.97’98
McDill and Ridley found that anomia and political alienation
were inversely related to voting, and having an opinion on
politiocal i-luol.99 Pearlin found that alienation from work
was related to isolated working conditions, feelings of limited
achievement, dissatisfaction with work rewards, and lack of
social ties with co-vorkorl.1°°

Nettler and Hajda find that alienation (as oultural estrange-
ment) is related to feelings of psychological inltabilityyn’1°2
Seeman, in his various studies, has found that the powerlessness
dimension of alienation is related to (1) learning new informa-
tion about a social system, (2) organiszational participation,
(3) possession of objeotive knowledge about a social system,
and satisfaction with this knovlodgo.1°3

Perhaps the most significant and stable finding, however, is
the relationship between social status and anomia. This find-
ing has recurred numerous times, and with many different measures

of both anomia or alienation, and socio-economic status. In the

empirical inventory of anomia studies provided in Clinardt's
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Anomie and Deviant Behavior, we note that in all of the thir-

teen studies explicitly involving status and anomia/alienation,
there was an inverse rolationahip.1°4
These studies indeed lend credence to the notion that the
lower class ocontains disproportionate numbers of anomic persons,
and to the use of anomia as an interpretive variable explaining
the relationship of lower classness and deviant behavior. That

the lower class contains disproportionate numbers and examples

of social problems is too well known to require documentation.

Summary
In summary, it would appear that as yet anomia, alienation

and the various sub—=types of alienation are not highly inter—
related, nor do they form an empirical identity. It may be that
they are related to each other as are the different species of
the same genus, as opposed to species of different genera.
That is, at one level, using one set of comparisons, they are
very similar, but comparing them to some other phenomena, they
appear to be very different. All one could argue, at this
point, is that they should be kept separate in the study of the
relationship of alienation to variables of different genera.
If they are similarly related to this variable, then it is
obviously a logical difference between sub-types that makes no
empirical difference (at least for that variable).

Of the various types of alienation, it would appear from
both an empirical and operational point of view that the Seeman

variant of isolation—or cultural estrangement of Middleton, or
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alienation of Nettler and Hajda~—is perhaps the most separable

and distinot element. Isolation or cultural estrangement,
however, is thought to be most characteristic of intellectuals,
and, therefore, perhaps should not be considered a phenomena
characteristic of mass society in general. If we recall Feuer's
comments, it also may be that this cultural estrangement factor
is the 'alienation® he is attributing to intellectuals.

At this point, we shall also begin to take into account the
characterizations of Nettler, Meier and Bell, and McDill, re-

garding the nature of the Srole scale, in particular.1°5

Nettler feels that the Srole scale does not measure anomia,
but its correlate, despair. Meier and Bell concur, to a degree,
and state thats

We are oonvinced that these questions for the most part
measure despair, that is, utter hopelessness and discour-
agement . . + We emphasize the notion of despair in the
interpretation of our findings, although alienation
appears to be measured in some degree as well . . . We
have adopted the term 'anomia' to refer to the Srole
scale, but other terms such as *despair’, 'hopelessness®,
'discouragement®, 'personal disorganisation'!, 'demorali-
sation' (especially in the sense of disheartenment), in
our understanding of the phenomena being moasured.165

MocDill, upon finding that the Srole scale statements, authori-
tarianism, and prejudice, as well as economic factors loaded on
one factor in a factor analytio study, characterized this under-
lying dimension ast

A Weltanschauung which is negative in nature, that is, it
represents a dim world view. The high loadings of all
five of the anomie items reflect . . . & lack of inter—-
personal integration. Stated in other terms, this is the
perspective:of being mastered by threatening foroces beyond
one'’s personal control . . « that the way to live and be
supported in this threatening world is through obedience



to author
or & rig:

Perhaps W
tity of the «
sizply the d.
Seszan impli,
Coar that ¢
Uienation,
ndividu] ¢
2 varioyg
Hoa or aney
lntiony 4p
Minition 0
el y his
e PerBong )

litunicm.



49

to authority figures and through conventionalism
or a rigid acceptance of the status quo. 107

Perhaps what is at issue here is the narrowness or specifi-
city of the definition of alienation. If anomia/alienation is
simply the discrepancy between desired and achieved goals (or as
Seeman implies, a low expectancy of control, etc.), then it is
clear that the Srole scale, as well as others, do not measure
alienation. On the other hand, if anomia is the state of the
individual in such a situation, then that which is measured by
the various scales may also logically be thought of as aliena-
tion or anomia. It is instructive to note Seeman's operational-
isations in this regard. Although he gives a relatively narrow
definition of alienation, his operational definitions—as indi-
cated by his scale statements——are relatively broad, and include
the personal feelings of the individual in the low expectancy
situation.

Given the stable, but relatively low inter—correlations, we
would perhaps argue that *despair® may be a sub=type of aliena~
tion, and subject to the same family-genus classification we
specified on the previous page.

Bapirically, we note a high correlation between class and
anomia, and between anomia and sooial problems. To this point,
we can oconclude that anomia may well be an intervening variable
between class and social problems. This sets the stage for a
consideration of other types of stiratification variables which
are also related to social probleams, and which may exemplify the

Durkheim=-Merton rationale and thereby create anomia.
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Social Mobility and Status Inoconsistenocy

It has been indicated that anomia and alienation are relatively
stable phenomena in terms of their relationship to lower classness
and quasi-pathological behaviors. The rationale utilized to
explain these findings is the basic Durkheim—Merton theory regard-
ing the develorment of a disorepancy between those goals that a
lower—class person is able to achieve, and those goals whioh he
fells he should legitimately be able to attain. At this point,
we would seek to extend this rationale to include two other types
of stratification variables which logically may also produce anomia.
These are social mobility and status inoconsistency. This section
presents the argument that there are both theoretical and empirical
reasons for making this extension. PFirst, it may be illustrated
that social mobility and status inoonsistency theoretically and
logically exemplify the Durkheim-Merton rationale; second, social
mobility and status inoonsistency are empirically related to a
number of quasi-pathological variables of the same sort that
anomia and lower olassness are. Therefore, it would be congru-
ent to hypothesise a relationship between social mobility and

status inoconsistency, and alienation.

Social Mobility
In Suicide, Durkheim expliocitly singles out mobility as a

factor in creating oconditions which in turn lead to anomia. In

downward mobility, for examplets

They [mobile persons] must reduce their requirements . . .
their moral education has recommenced. But society cannot
adjust them instantaneously to this new life and teach
them to practice the increased self-repression to which
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they are unacoustomed. So they are not adjusted to the

ocondition forced upon them, and its very prospect is
intolerable. 108

That is, persons who are downwardly mobile continue to base their
expectations for goal achievement upon their previous statuses,
but attain these goals with their new lowered status, so that a
discrepancy exists, which in turn creates anomia. Approximately
the same dynamic applies to upward mobility. In his new higher
status, a person attains more goals than he could have expected
legitimately in his old status. This, in turn, leads the nobilo
person to doubt the efficacy and legitimacy of all norms. Durkheim
also notes that when the efficacy of the norms as a limit to aspire
ations is reduced, the aspirations of the individual spiral upward,
outstripping the attainments that even the new status can afford.
And nga;n, a disorepancy exists between what the individual thinks
he should achieve, and what he actually achieves.

In ocontemporary sooiology, this rationale has been little
modified, as is evident by inspeoting Lipset'’s recent survey of

social mobility and its consequencess

Perhaps the most important key to an explanation of such
varying oconsequences of mobility . . . is the concept of

status discrepancies . . . The few analyses of the psycho-
logical dimension of this problem that have been made

indicate that status disorepancies may cause difficulties
in personal adjustment because of high self-evaluations 109
in one sphere of life conflict with low ones in another.

Lipset then goes on to cite Durkheim and his original rationale for

the relationship of mobility and anomia, presumably indicating that

Durkheim®'s interpretation remains adequate.

This general rationale of strain is used to explain the rela-

tionships of mobility to mental 111n0-0,11° projudico,111 social
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political apathy,
114

112 113

isolation, or political liberalism

or radicalism, etc., Lipset also cites as evidence of the
pathological consequences, "many recent books (The Exurbanites,
for example)[which] portray the damaging psychological conse-
quences of mobility and competition within elite profossionl.115
Although fairly numerous studies indicate the possible
damaging consequences of mobility, and utilize the discrepancy
rationale as an explanatory device, only one study explicitly
examines the relationship between social mobility and anomia,
per se. This was done by Meier and Bell, and the relationship

116 Among those of low status, the upwardly

is far from clear.
mobile were less anomic than the stable and downwardly mobilej

for higher status persons, however, the stable were the least
anomioc. This would seem to indicate some degree of interaction
or contamination of social mobility with average status. We shall

return to the relationship of status inoconsistency, social mobil-

ity and average status in a later section.

Status Inconsistency
Status inoconsistency had its beginning with Hughes® concern

over status as position, and Benoit-Smullyan's concern with
various types of -tctus.117 Hughes argues that a position came
to have associated with it, certain non—-essential or secondary,
yet ‘characteristioc! factors, e.g., the position "doctor" has
attached to it the ocharacteristios of also being male, white and
somewhat older. Hughes was concerned, then, with persons fitting

the primary charaoteristioc of a role but not the secondary char-
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acteristics, e.g., the doctor who is young, Negro and female.

He argues that such persons were often placed in ambiguous
situations because others had come to expect the secondary char-
acteristics as well as the primary characteristios, and the Negro
doctor violated these expectations. Given this ambiguous status
set, then, the person may be forced to make some sorts of accom-
modations to this unusual situation.

Benoit=Smullyan, however, was conocerned with the degree to
which one conceives of status as a unidimensional or multi-dimen—
sional phenomena. Many persons, like Hollingshead and Warner, for

example, utilise a uni=dimensional oonooptuulilution.118

They
oconceive of social status as a single underlying variable, and
then take a number of variables as indicators of positions on
this unidimensional continuum. This set of indicators is then
weighted, etc. (or more likely, averaged) so as to obtain the best
possible index of the person’s standing on the status or social
class continuum., Others, however, conceive of status as being
composed of several different variables, and not necessarily
unidimensional, or as indicative or average standing on a general
continuum. Given this possibility, then, there also exists the
possibility that a person's scores on the set of variables may
or may not be congruent, i.e., there may be more or less vari-
ance in the individual status set.

It was not until 1954 that the possibility of a multi-dimen—

sional view of social class was acted upon, by Lenski, in his

original paper, "Status Crystallisation: A Non-Vertical Dimen~
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sion of Social Status.”119 In this paper, there was little by

way of a priori theory, except to suggest that a person in such
an inconsistent, or incongruent position, would in some way be
subject to strain. Lenski argues that persons with uncrystal-
lised statuses would be more liberal than would those persons
who had congruent statuses. After testing this hypothesis,
and finding a relationship between inconsistency and‘liboralisn,
Lenski suggested the ad hoc explanatory devices oiting Hughes'
example of the Negro dootor, he argues that persons who ocoupy
different positions on several different status hierarchies
would be more likely to have experiences of an unpleasant and
frustrating nature, which would lead them to search for an
avenus of escape, or rectification of this frustrating situation.
Although there were several studies using status inconsis-
tency, little else was done of a theoretical nature regarding
this new variable. Sampson, however, places status inconsis-
tency squarely in the Merton—=Durkheim tradition, by emphasis-—
ing the expectations that acocompany statuses, and arguing that
when one occupies discrepant statuses, then one is also subject

120 Sampson discusses

to contradiotory expeectations of others.
"expectations® in the interpersonal behavior context. It would

also appear logiocal to place it into the more general "goal at-

tainment"” context (i.e., one's expectations of rewards are based
upon the statuses that one holds). Then, he places this possi-

bility of disorepancy into the psyohological framework of

Pestinger's dissonance theory, and argues that status inoconsis-
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tency also produces cognitive dissonance, which in turn produces

a strain towards reduction of the dissonance. Thus, the incon-

sistent person is called upon to make efforts that would not be

called out in a person who ocoupied consistent statuses.
Interestingly enough, the convergence developed by Sampson

is reminescent of the convergence in alienation theory by

'iinan.n.121

By further placing these two theories into logi-
cal tandem, we are able to demonstrate a logical theoretical
link between status inconsistency and alienation/anomia.

Aside from theoretical reasons, there would also appear to
be eapirical reasons for suggesting such a relationship. If
alienation is an intervening variable between soocial conditions
which produce discrepancies in expectations, and more or less
pathologioal behaviors, then status inconsistency, just as
average status and soocial mobility, should be related to various
forms of behaviors which ocan be construed as 'adaptive® or
pathological. These sorts of relationships appear to exist,

In Lenski®s original study, for example, he finds a relation-
ship between status inconsistency and political liberalism, and
interprets political liberalism to bde an effort at changing the
nature of the social order so that disorepancies in status will

not .xi.t.122

Murther, Goffman finds a relationship between
status inconsistency and expression of a desire for a change in
the distribution of power, and Geschwender finds that incon-
sistents are much more likely to participate in change—oriented
grou;u.123’124 Ringer and Sills find that inconsistents are

much more likely to be political extremists than conaiatontu.125
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In terms of more explicitly pathological types of behaviors,

Jackson finds that inconsistents are more likely to exhibit
symptoms of psychological stress, and Lenski finds that incon-
sistents are more likely to be socially isolated, than are
oonniatontl.126’127 Geschwender also has evidence that incon-
sistents are more likely tos (1) express hostilities toward
minority groups in the work foroce, e.g., women, Negroes and
foreign borny (2) have higher geographical and horisontal job
mobilitys (3) express less satisfaction with their job and their

noighborhood.128

The author also had data which indicate that
inconsistents rate themselves lower as to where they stand at
present on a rating soale with the best possible life they can
imagine at one end, and the worst possible life at the othor.129
In summary, our argument states that social mobility and
status inconsistenocy exemplify oonditions which may produce a
strain between that which an actor expeots, and that which he
actually obtains. Following Durkheim, we would argue that
statuses are composed of sets of norms, which specify the rights
and privileges or rewards associated with the status, as well
as the behaviors which are required of such statuses. Further,
knowledge of various statuses furnishes persons not only with
a guide to their own behaviors and expectations, but with a set
of expectations for other persons in particular statuses. Now,
in a society with a large degree of specialization and loose
integration, it is possible for various statuses also to be

loosely articulated, so that at any one time, an individual may

possess several different statuses. It is also possible for a
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person to develop expectations based upon any one status or
any combination of these statuses, and have other persons make
expeotations of him, based upon any combination of these
statuses.

If these statuses are not supportive or congruent, then, the
actor is in a position of conflicting demands and expectations.
Consider the status inconsistenoy situation where a person may
have a high educational status, and a low occupational status.
If the person bases his expectation of rewards upon his high
educational status and expects high rewards, and he actually
obtains rewards or goals based upon his low occupational status,
then a discrepancy exists between the reward he expected and
what he actually obtained. This is not to argue that such an
expectation-achievement discrepancy will, in fact, always develop.
It is to argue, as did Merton with respect to the lower class,
that such persons are more likely to develop such a discrepancy
than are persons who do not possess such incongruent statuses.
And to the degree that they are more likely to develop discrep-
ancies, they are also more likely to develop alienation.

VMuoh the same rationale exists for social mobility, in that
the person develops expectations based on one status, and then
moves away from that status into another, so that the possibil-
ity of a disorepancy is more likely than if he had not been
mobile, either upward or downward.

Given the above discussion, it would appear justifiable to
hypothesize a relationship between social status, social mobil-

ity, and status inoonsistenocy and alienation, because they all
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exhibit the possibility of developing a discrepancy between

expectations and attainments, If they are, in fact, related
to alienation, this would constitute an extension and valida-
tion of the Durkheim-Merton rationale; if they are not related,
then we must seek some other explanation of the relationship
between average status and anomia, which has been amply demon=—
strated. We must also, then, seek an alternative explanation
for the &isting relationships between mobility, inoonsistency,
class and these more or less pathological characteristics.
Prior to a simple statement of hypotheses, however, the
issue of the inter—relationships of these three variables must

be discussed, as must the nature of alienation.

Relationship of Average Status, Social Mobility and Status
Inconsistency

Let us begin our discussion with the relationship of class to
alienation, and more or less use it as our base of presentation.
The rationale here is that there is within the oultural know-
ledge of the United States, a set of specified goals, which are
applicable to all Americans. Then, as one gets closer to the
top of the stiratification system, one should achieve propor-
tionately more of these culturally speocified goals. And, con-
sequently, there should be proportionately less alienation,
when one compaeres a higher status with a lower status. This
would appear to be the case.

The relationship of average status and social mobility with
respect to alienation, however, is not independent. Consider

upward mobility, for instance. The very change itself is likely
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to oreate a discrepancy, and thereby oreate alienation. An
upwardly mobile person, however, has also moved‘zg, and has a
higher status, so that when compared to lower-class persons,
he should have Ezzzlalionation than they. In any case, one
could examine the effects of upward mobility, per se, only by
comparing within one olass, stable and upwardly mobile persons.
Another faoctor mentioned by Meier and Bell, is that the upward
mobility per se is a goal achievement which may in fact mitigate
any adverse effects due to goals outstripping aohiovomont-.13o
The issue of ocontrol, however, remains. For downwardly mobile
persons, the reverse of the above argument should operate. That
is, in addition to the mobility effects (which should produce
higher than average alienation) we also have the effeots of the
newly lower status, as well as the ignominy of a recent decrease
in status. In this situation, however, the downwardly mobile
person should be more alienated than either the stable or the
upwardly mobile person. If we aoccumulate the various factors
operating in mobility, it would appear justifiable to rank, in
terms of the expected amount of alienation, mobile persons of
any class in the following orders downwardly mobile, stable, and
upwardly mobile. The downwardly mobile should be the most alien—-
ated because they have not only the newly acquired low status,
but also because of the ignominious effects of *failure®.

With respect to the comparison of upwardly mobile and stable
persons of the same class level, there appear to be three empir-

iocal alternatives, with three different theoretical interpreta-

tions, PMirst, if the upwardly mobiles are no more alienated than
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the stables, then we would argue that the "success" of mobil-

ity equally balances the effect of the change per se, so that
the upwardly mobile person is no more or no less alienated than
the stable person. Second, if the upwardly mobile person is less
alienated than the stable person, we would argue that the suo-
cess of mobility over—balances the effect of change, so that the
mobile person has achieved more of his goals than the person who
is stable in a class, and is thereby less alienated. Third, if
the upwardly mobile person is more alienated than the stable
person, we would argue that the success of upward mobility does
not counterbalance the effect of change per se, so that this
leads the mobile person to a state of high alienation compared
to the stable person.

Another oonfounding factor is the impossibility of a person
in the highest class being downwardly mobile, at least in terms
of intra~generational and likewise, it is impossible for a person
in the lowest class to be upwardly mobile. This is an artifact
of our mode of constructing the class index, but nevertheless,
it is unavoidable——if one uses intra-generational ;obility as
his index of mobility. In order to obtain independence of
mobility from class—=to thereby assure us of the logical possi-
bility of downwardly mobile persons in the highest class levels
(and upwardly mobile persons in the lowest class level)—we
would suggest the use of inter—generational rather than intra~
generational mobility,

Inter—=generational mobility also has its share of probdlems.
In terms of the disorepancy oreated by mobility, and the amount
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of time available for *adjustment® to the disorepancy, it is

obvious that there is more tadjustment time®! in inter—genera-
tional mobility than in intra~generational mobility. Due to
the differences in this adjustive potential, it is likely that
inter—generational mobility will produce less alienation than
would intra—~generational mobility. In that Meier and Bell find
inter— as well as intra~generational mobility related to anomia,
we would still suggest that inter—generational mobility is a
more logiocally adequate measure for this ltudy.131

As to the theoretical and logical relationships of status
inconsistency and social mobility, we can make few a priori
suggestions. It would appear that there are logically possible
relationships between almost any type of mobility and status in-
consistency. But it depends largely upon the type and operation—-
alisation of mobility. We shall not delve deeply into this area
but suggest a few of the prodlems involved, and the tenative
resolution that we propose.

First, there is the general problem of inter- versus intra-
generational mobility., If we oconsider intra=generational mobil-
ity, then status inconsistency and mobility may be confounded.
For example, a young college graduate, as yet non-mobile because
he has his first lowly job with low income, may be classified
as inoonsistent as his education is out of line with his job
and income. But if he is interviewed after his mobility, he
may be oclassified as oonsistent. On the other hand, an older,

high school graduate, who has been occupationally mobile into a
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highly rated occupation, will be labeled as inconsistent. In

the former ocase, mobility resulted in consistency; in the latter,
it resulted in inconsistency. In any case, working out the
relationships between intra—-generational mobility and status
inconsistency would require an extensive history of the changes
in an individual®s education, occupation and income, with cal=-
culations of mobility and consistency at several stages of the
life cycle. This would also introduce a problem in the ocompara-
bility of life oycle stages and generations, as well as a high
degree of oomplexity.

With inter—generational mobility, the problem remains, but
perhaps is not so extensive. Insofar as oocupations are cor—
related with other prestige factors, and especially with ethni-
city, then the inter-generational mobility of a son may produce
inconsistency. Ibr example, if a father is a Negro laborer,
and a son is ococupationally mobile, but not ethnically mobile,
he is mobile to an inoconsistent position. Or, if a father is a
white banker, then an occupational mobile (downward) son may
move into an inconsistent situation. These are the only fore-
seeable logical possibilities of spuriousness in the status
inconsistency mobility nexus.

Perhaps the most serious control problem stems from the fact
that status inconsistency is not logically independent of status.
It is logiocally impossible for persons who are in the highest
and lowest average status levels to be inconsistent by virtue of
the fact that to be in the lowest or highest class, individuals

must have consistently high or low ranks on all dimensions.
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Average status, in the middle status ranges, may ococur if the
person is consistently middle on all dimensions or if his middle
status is a combination of both high and low statuses. And it
is only in the exact middle of the status range that one can
expect the highest degrees of inconsistency.

As with mobility, then, the possibility exists that the simul-
taneous effects of status inconsistenoy and average status will
confound each other in these middle levels. That is, as one
inoreases status he is decreasing the likelihood of alienation.
But also, as one increases status, from low to middle levels, one
is more likely (logically) to be inconsistent=—or at least in a
statistioal=logical sense.

This problem of the confounding effects of status inconsist-
ency and average status has been recognized in previous studies,
but these previous attempts at handling the problem have left
much to be desired. Lenski and Landecker, for example, have
approached control by removing from the *extremely inconsistent?
group those respondents with the most extreme status scores
(both high and low status) until the inconsistent and consist-
ent levels had equal status avoragoa.132’133 In effect, this
was a form of matching. But only for the consistency level as
a group. And, it is not a random form of matching, i.e., the
high and low status persons were not randomly selected, but
were removed systematically. This, of course, takes out of the
sample those persons who==due to their extreme status positions—
might contribute most to a relationship between average status

and alienation.
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In view of the above, a simple statement of a relationship

between status inconsistency, average status, and social mobil-
ity to alienation is not an adequate test; the hypothesis must
contain within it a statement of control. Therefore, we would
suggest a traditional form of multi=variant control. In order
to achieve this, though, one must have a relatively large number
of status groups or levels, so that there will be several *mid-
dle range® levels of status in which inoonsistency may vary.
This, of course, means that one must have a relatively large N
to assure sufficient representation in all status levels. With
these two conditions satisfied, it would be possible to hold
status more or less oconstant, and to observe the differences

in alienation among the wvarious status inconsistency groups
within a given status level.

With respect to the tenative dependent variable, alienation,
there are two suggestions. First, we have observed that alien-
ation apparently has several related but partially independent
sub—-dimensions. Specifically, our observation was that they
may oonstitute a unitary phenomena when placed in juxtaposition
to some wvariables, yet independent phenomena when counterposed
to other wvariables. Therefore, our suggestion is that aliena-
tion be oconsidered in its sub—-dimensions for any study, and
that in that study a determination be made as to whether or not
alienation constitutes separate or a single dimension.

We must also recall the conclusions of MocDill, and Meier

and Bell, regarding the nature of much of this alienation-anomia
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phenomena, i.e., that it measure 'despair® or a "negative
Weltanschauung" rather than alienation or anomia.134 In the
event that this is so, we would suggest a logically indepen-
dent measure of satisfaction with one*s life, or despair. This
measure can then be correlated with alienation, and the various
stratification measures.

With these qualifications, then, it is possible to state a
series of hypotheses regarding the relationship of stratification

to alienation.

Hypotheses

Our very general hypothesis is that if there are relationships
between average status, status inconsistency and social mobility
to alienation, then Durkheim=Merton discrepancy rationale is
once more validated. If all of these relationships are not
present, however, then a different explanatory rationale is
necessary to handle the relationships whioh do in faot exist,
particularly that of social class to alienation. Given the
nature of our arguments thus far, however, a more specific
detailed statement of hypotheses is deemed necessary.

1. We expect an inverse relationship between average status
and the various forms of alienation, i.e., powerlessness, norm=
lessness, social isolation, as well as to one's estimation of
his present standing, and his future outlook. That is, we
expect persons with lower average status to be more alienated
than persons with higher average status.

2. We expect little or no relationship between status incon—-
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sistency and the various forms of alienation, estimation of
present standing, and future outlook.

3. Wo expect that there will be a relationship between social
mobility and alienation, present standing, and future outlook.
Specifically, we expect that downwardly mobile persons will be
the most alienated, etc., and relatively little difference
between stable and upwardly mobile persons, with respect to
alienation, etoc.

4. (a) We expect that the relationship between average status
and alienation, etc., to remain constant when controls for social
mobility and stat inconsistency are instituted.

(b) We expect that a relationship of status inconsistency to
alienation, etc., will become obvious when ocontrols for average
status and social mobility are instituted. Literally, we would
expect that these relationships will be pronounced and definite
when the controls are instituted, because of the removal of the
contaminating effects of average status and social mobility.

(o) We expect that the relationship of soocial mobility to
alienation, etc., remain constant or to increase when controls
for average status and status inoconsistency are instituted.
Especially for average status, where the relationship of status
to alienation will be controlled, and the "oconfounding" effects
for upwardly mobile persons are removed, i.e., in this instanoce,
we would expect that there will be a disorimination between stable
persons in a status level, and persons upwardly mobile to that
status level, with the latter category having the higher level

of alienation, eto.
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5. (a) We expect that the relationship of average status

to alienation, etc., will remain constant when ocontrols for
status inconsistency and social mobility are instituted
simultaneously.

(b) We expect that the relationship between status incon-
sistency and alienation, etc., will be further intensified (over
the relationship we expeot to appear at the second order level)
when simultaneous ocontrols for average status and social
mobility are instituted.

(c) We expect that the relationship between social mobil-
ity and alienation, etc., will be further intensified and clari-
fied (over the relationship we expect to appear at the second
order level) when controls for average status and status incon—
sistency are instituted simultaneously.

Finally, we would note that the general hypothesis will be
tested only by testing specific hypotheses 4 and 53 hypotheses
1, 2, and 3 will not provide such a test. Hypothesis 1 will
(should it be confirmed) provide us with an estimate of valid-
ity, 1.0.y, if there is a relationship in this study between
average status and alienation, we can assume that we are
measuring the same sort of phenomena that has been measured
in other studies reporting relationships between average status

and alienation.
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George Simpson (New Yorks The Free Press, 1947).

2. Emile Durkheim, Suicide, trans. John A. Spaulding and
George Simpson (New Yorks The Free Press, 1951).

3. Ibid. s Po 241.
4. Ibid., p. 250.
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CHAPTER II
OPERATIONALIZATION OF MAJOR CONCEPTS

Introduction

In this chapter, the primary purpose shall be to operation—
alize the major concepts presented in our theoretical hypoth-
eses in the previous chapter. These concepts ares average
status, status inoonsistency, social mobility, alienation and
its sub=-dimensiona of powerlessness, normlessness and social
isolation, present satisfaction with life, and outlook for the
future. After operationalization of these major concepts, we
shall then attend to the context and design of the study itself,
the sample, analysis procedures, and conclude with a presenta-

tion of our hypotheses in operational form.

Average Status and Status Inconsistency

Average status and status inconsistency are to some degree
complementary aspects of the same concept, when operationalized.
Average status usually assumes a general, underlying unidimen-—
sional status continuum, that may be indexed by the 'average' of
a person's standing on several different component measures of
status. Sometimes a simple average of positions on several
different components is takenj and other times a weighted average
is taken. In any case, the operationalization of status—as—an-
average also raises the possibility of variance in the status

75
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set, i.e., the variance of each component position around the
mean for all components. If each component has any validity
or effect on behavior independently of this created average,
then it is possible that the variance itself constitutes a
separate aspeot of stratification. Or, at least, this is the
general argument advanced by this thesis, and by other strati-
fication theorists.1 Generally, we shall endeavor to follow
lenski, and his development of status inconsistency and
average status.,

In developing these two concepts, we must first attend to
the selection of the component dimensions which make up both
average status and status inconsistency. 'We shall follow
Lenski (and others) and use occupation, education, income and
ethnicity or ethnic background. We might note here that this
procedure indirectly assumes that the family is the basis of
status conferral. A wife, for instance, will have her average
status (and status inconsistency) based upon her husband's
ococupation——unless she also has an occupation in which she
engages full-time——the family's total income, her own educa~
tional level, and her own ethnic backgfound. This assumption
has frequently been ocriticized, but the only available alterna-
tive has been to remove from analysis all those females who do
not have full-time employment.2 This, of course, would amount to
almost half of the study sample, as well as half the population
to which we would like to generalize.

Following the selection of each dimension, a method of stand-
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ardizing a person's rank on each dimension must be arrived at,
so that a true average may be computed. This standardization
will be done by developing a cumulative percentile range for
each dimension, and assigning the person a percentile rank on
each dimension. These percentile ranks may be then averaged to
arrive at an *average status'.

Status inconsistency will be computed according to the

following formulas SI -Vi(xiojo xij) . This pro-
cedure has the effect of minimiging small deviations, and maxi-

mizing large deviations, when the 'X' is squared; then taking

the square root of the resultant sum has the effect of coreating
an "average variance" present in the status set (low scores would
then indicate low status inoconsistency and high scores, high
inoonaistonoy). Both the average status and status inconsist-
ency formulas oreate a possible range from O=100j3 due to the
logical impossibility of grouped data having a percentile rank

of either 0% or 100%, however, the empirical range is likely to

be somewhat different,

Occupation
Following our notion of the family as the basic stratifica~-

tion unit, each person was asked for the occupation of the head
of the household in which he lived and for his own ococupation.
Where possible, the ococupation of the head of the household was
utilized as the primary determinant of occupational status. In
those cases where a person was retired, and had no current occu-

pation, the prior—-to-retirement ooccupation was used. Again,
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this involves the assumption that a persont!s status depends
upon the ococupation he followed (usually) for the majority
of his life.,

Each ococupation was then coded according to the 1960 U, S.
Census, Ooccupational Classification. Each occupation was also
assigned the prestige score derived in the Duncan—=Hatt analysis
of prestige of oocupations.4 In the Duncan-Hatt study, these
prestige scores were then further transformed into deciles.

Our operationalization assigns the mid-=point of the decile
categories as the percentile score (Figure 1) In summary, then,
the ooccupational component score is the percentile standing on a
distribution of occupational prestige.

Prestige percentiles were used rather than peréontages of
oocupational classifications per se, because of the general
difficulty in imputing status to these general classifications,

Figure 1t Derivation of Occupational Scores

Prestige Score Range Percentile Score

0 =42 05
43 = 52 15
53 25
54 = 57 35
58 = 59 45
60 = 64 55
65 = 67 65
68 = 70 15
1 =175 85
76 = 99 95

i.e., professional, techniocal, etc. In addition, it allows us a
larger amount of variability of ocoupational statuses. Finally,
by using a prestige score which is predicted from education and

inoome (or correlated with it), we are using a score for occupa-—
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tion which is very likely to be consistent with education and

income, at least. That is, our test will be somewhat conserva-
tive in that we have built in a factor making for consistency.
This will have the effect of allowing only gross and clear-—cut
discrepancies between oocupation, and education and income, to

show up.

Eduocation

Each respondent was also asked how many years of school he or
she had ocompleted. Then, in order to obtain percentile ranges
and ranks, the sample percentages in various ocategories were

used, which produced the following ranges

Figure 23 Derivation of Education Scores

Educational " Percent Cumulative Midpoint
Level in Percentile PRS#*
Samylo Rangg

None or 1-4 yrs 5.0 0= 5.0 02
5—7 yrs 1003 501 - 1503 10
8 yrs 19.8 15.4 = 35.1 25
H.S. sr&duat‘ 2604 5103 - 7706 64
Technical, trade or

business school 4.0 T7.7 = 81.6 9
1"’3 yr. 0011.8‘ 906 8107 - 9102 86
College graduate or more 8.7 91.3 = 99.9 95

* Percentile Rank Score.

Income

In order to compute income percentile rank scores, the sample
statistics were again used. The question in the schedule used to
elicit this information asked the family®s total income last year.
This was done in line with our assumptions about the familial

unit as the status oonferral unit. The following percentile
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rank scores were developeds

Figure 3t Derivation of Income Scores

Income Percent Cumulative Midpoint
in Percentile PRS*
Sample Range
$ 0~ 999 4.6 0 = 4.6 02
1,000 - 1,499 3.6 4.7 - 8.2 06
1,500 = 1,999 4.0 8.3 - 12,2 10
2,000 = 2,499 567 12.3 - 17.9 15
2,500 - 2,999 4.2 18.0 = 22,1 20
3,000 - 3,999 8.7 22.2 = 30.8 26
4,000 - 4,999 11.4 30.9 = 42.2 36
5,000 - 6,999 22.3 42,3 = 64.5 53
7,000 = 9,999 17.7 64.6 = 82.2 13
10,000 = 14,999 10.0 82.3 = 92.2 87
15,000 + 3.6 92.3 = 95.8 94

* Peroentile Rank Socore.
Ethnioitz

Ethnicity was the most difficult dimension of all to con-
struct. Generally, we followed lenski®s and Jackson's proced-
ure for developing this dimenaion.5 Four ranked levels of

ethnicity were posited as follows:

High (a) 0ld American, Canadian, or English
b) Northwest European descent
¢) Southeast European descent

Low d

Re s Asian, Jewish, or Spanish-speaking
%::ually Mexican or Puerto Rican

This ranking procedure follows closely Bogardus® scale of

social distances from various ethnio groups.6 If a respondent
was himself, or if his parents or grandparents were, born in any
of the above countries, the respondent was thusly classified. If
there were parents or grandparents born in olassifications which
would have put them in different levels, the paternal lineage
was taken first on the assumption that ethnic identity plus

ethnic surnames follow the paternal lineage more so than the
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maternal lineage. If the respondent could not remember, or
did not know, where his parents or grandparents were born, it
was assumed that he was an "0ld American".

After classifications were made for the sample, percentages
and cumulative percentile ranges were obtained, from which

percentile rank scores were assigned as followss

Figure 4% Derivation of Ethnicity Scores

Group Percent Cunulative Percentile
Percentile Rank
Range
Lo
Negro,Asian,etc. 19.0 0 - 19.0 09
S.E.European 9.4 19.1 = 28.4 24
N.'.European 23.0 2805 - 51 04 41
0ld American 47.7 51¢5 = 99.1 76
Hi -

Average Status—Status Inconsistenqz_

With these scores, then, each person's average status and
status inconsistency were computed. If a person had any three
of these soores, a computation was madej if, however, two or
more were incomplete (i.e., if no information about that com-—
ponent was available), a computation was not made, and thus
no socore was obtained. Of 1,528 respondents, only 6 lacked
sufficient information to compute average status or status incon-
sistency. The empirical distributions ranged from 4-90 for
average status, and from 1-50 for status inconsistency. Examples
of average status and status inoonsistency which will illustrate
various points along these ranges are as followsts

(a) Negro M.D., making $10,000 a year Average Status 71
Status Inconsistency T3
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(b) Jewish college professor making $8,000 a year
Average Status 68
Status Inconsistency 70

(¢) Negro insurance salesman, 7th grade education
making $15,000 a year Average Status 52
Status Inconsistency 85

(d) 014 American medical technician, with technical
training, making $7,200 a year Average Status 76
Status Inconsistency 4
The distributions of average status and status inconsistency
thus developed were then categorized into ten categories of
approximately ten percent each for the initial analysis of the
relationship of each variable to alienation, etc. In the
multi-variate stage of our analysis these ten categories were
further collapsed into five for the average status variable,

and three for the status inoconsistency variable. Table 1

(see p. 83) presents the limits of these categories.

Social Mobility

Following our suggestions of the previous chapter, we shall
use inter—generational mobility, rather than intra—generational
mobility. And more specifically, we shall use a relatively
simple measure of occupational mobility as our indiocator of
social mobility. In measuring occupational mobility, we shall
take the difference between father's occupation and son's
ooou&ction; for females, we shall take the difference between
her father's occupation and her husband*s. In classifying
oocupation, we shall use a simple blue-collar versus white—
collar dichotomy. We realize that this is a relatively simple

measure, but there are several reasons for doing so. First,
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Table 1t Distributions and Collapse Limits for Categorization
of Average Status and Status Inconsistency

AVERAGE STATUS

Score Range Ten Category Limits Five Category Limits
N % N
e - _ R Y
27 - 34 144 9.5
35 - 42 146 9.6 309 20.3
43 = 48 163 10.7
49 - 53 149 9.8 316 20.7
54 - 59 167 10.9
60 = 65 175 11.4 334 21.9
66 = 70 159 10.5
T4 - 76 137 9.0 272 17.9
Totals 1,522 100.0 1,522 100.0
STATUS INCONSISTENCY
Soore Range Ten Category I;?its Five Category Limits
N N
e .. - - — - ]
10 - 16 149 9.8
17 - 23 157 10.3 439 28.8
24 - 28 133 8.7
29 - 32 154 10.1
33 - 37 148 9.7
38 - 41 158 10.4 598 393
42 = 45 138 9.1
46 = 51 173 11.4
52 = 57 164 10.8 485 31.9
58 = 90 148 9.7
Totals 1,522 100.0 1,522 100.0

there were the general demands of interview time, and to obtain
intra~generational mobility requires that one plot a progression
of jobs for each respondente——g time-consuming endeavor. Second,
it is not likely that a wife will always be aware of her hus-
bandt's first job, although she may be aware of her father's job
(or at least the job he held during the prime years of his life).

This allows us to utiligze more data with more generalizability.
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And, finally, intra—generational mobility creates problems

of the different prestige levels of jobs at different points
in time.

Operationally, we shall define white—collar workers as those
engaged in the census occupational categories ofs (1) profes-
sional, technical and kindredj; (2) managers and proprietorsj
(3) clerical workers; and (4) sales workers. All others will
be classified as blue-collar workers. This is generally in
line with most other studies of blue—collar to white-collar
inter—generational mobility.7 If the head of a household has
a blue—~collar occupation, and the respondent®s father held a
blue=collar occupation, or if the head of the household holds
a white=collar occupation, and the respondent's father held a
white=collar occupation, then the respondent will be oclassified
as stable, i.e., non-mobile. If the father was blue-collar, and
the respondent is white=collar, then the respondent will be
classified as upwardly mobilej if the reverse is irue, then
the respondent will be classified as downwardly mobile.

Use of this schema produced the following percentages in
our samples Downwardly mobile 8.65%, Stable 68%, and Upwardly

mobile 23.3%.
Alienation

Introduction

In operationalizing alienation, a decision was made to use
the Dean scales, with their division into sub—scales. These
scales were selected because of their generality, and their

initial separation into sub=scales. Because of the cross—cul-
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tural approach, as well as the use of national sample, it was
felt that a general scale would be more advantageous than any
of the more specific scales available at that time, e.g.,
Nettler'®s, oto.e Also, following our conclusion regarding the
desirability of attempting to separate alienation into as many
possible components as possible in any study, we must note that
the Dean scale is the only scale which attempts this separation.
The Dean scales were not simply adopted in totos rather a
series of Guttman scaling analyses were performed to insure the
unidimensionality of each sub=scale. We must note that this
was not done in the original Dean analysis, and that there was
therefore no assurance of unidimensionality. This analysis
would also provide us a test of the separability of the various
dimensions of alienation. All in all, three separate scaling
analyses were performed, with three separate populationss first,
a student sample from Michigan State University; second, samples
of the adult population of Lansing, Michiganj; and last, the sub-

sample of a random national sample used in the actual study.

Student Sample

The student sample was performed in the summer of 1962, using
100 students drawn from social psychology classes. These sopho-
more—level classes were open to juniors and seniors, as well as
graduate students; in addition, summer school attracts more
adults than otherwise ia the case. Therefore, the sample is
somewhat more heterogeneous than the usual introductory class

sample of freshmen. These students were administered the full
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Dean scales, with five possible response categories (Figure 5)3
strongly agree, slightly agree, don't know, slightly disagree,
strongly disagree. The Guttman analysis used was the modified
9

Waisanen technique.

Figure 58 Dean's Items Used in Operationalizing Alienation

Powerlessness:

1. There is little or nothing I can do towards preventing
a major 'shooting war?®,

2. We are just so many cogs in the machinery of life.

3. The future looks very dismal.

4. There is little chance for promotion on the job unless
a man gets a break.

5. There are so many decisions that have to be made today
that sometimes I could just blow up.

6. It is frightening to be responsible for the development
of a 1little child,

T. Sometimes I have the feeling that other people are using
mee.

8. We're 80 regimented today that there's not much room for
choice even in personal matters.

Normlessness$

1. I often wonder what the meaning of life really is.

2. Peoples® ideas change so much that I wonder if we'll
ever have anything to depend on.

3, Everything is relative and there just aren't any definite
rules to this life.

4. With so many religious beliefs today one doesn't really
know which to believe.

5. I worry about the future facing today's children.

6. The end often justifies the means.

7. The only thing one can be sure of today is that he can be
sure of nothinge.

Social Isolationt
1. Sometimes I feel all alone in the world.
2. Real friends are as easy as ever to find.
3. People are just naturally friendly and helpful.
4. There are few dependable ties between people anymore.
5¢ I don't get invited out by friends as often as I'd
really like.
6. Most people today seldom feel lonely.
7. One can always find friends if he shows himself friendly.
8. The world in which we live is basically a friendly place.

First, an attempt was made to scale all of the alienation items

together, to see if, in fact, a common scale should be developed.
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This was not possible; neither a sufficiently high coefficient

of reproducibility, nor an even distribution of scale types,
could be achieved., Even with the removal of several items, the
C.R. was not increased appreciably. Therefore, it was assumed
that no general dimension of alienation existed. No combination
of various sub-scales was attempted at this time. And, as will
be evident from our last scaling analysis, perhaps this should
have been done. However, hindsight is always so much better
than foresight.

When each sub—-scale was submitted to scaling analysis separa-
tely, however, appreciable C.R.*s were obtained, as well as a
relatively even distribution of scale types. Several items were
dropped 80 as to require an inspection of content to assure that
the basic meaning of the scale had not changed.

The powerlessness sub—scale achieved a C.R. of .928., Items
which did not scale, and were dropped, were items 1 and 3 (see
Figure 5). Removal of item 1 regarding a *shooting war! would
seem to remove a more or less "political™ item from the scale,
i.e.y an item referring to a political or international context,
and thus leave the total scale a more general one. Item 3,
regarding the dismal future, would seem to remove the only
clearly future referent in the scale, perhaps typing the entire
scale as one more oriented to the "here and now" definition of
the situation.

The normlessness sub=scale achieved a C.R. of .94, with

items 5, 6, and 7 being dropped in order to meet scale oriteria.

This would seem to leave the total scale with a clear referent
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to the "unpredictability of life"™. Item 6, which refers to an

expectancy of using illegitimate means—=or the Seeman variant of
normlessness——is removed, which would seem to clarify or specify
the referent of the total scale as "meaninglessness™ in the
Seeman sense., Item 5 refers to a dismal future for children, and
is perhaps more characteristic of powerlessness, because the item
referring to children in the powerlessness scale remained. With
respect to item 7, few "face" reasons can be seen for its fail-
ure to socale.

The social isolation sub-scale achieved a C.R. of .93, with
items 5, 6, 7 and 8 dropped in order to meet scale oriteria.
Ingpection of the content of the dropped items, in comparison
to the remaining items, reveals little if any differences. The
remaining items do, however, form a statistically unidimensional

scale,

Adult Sample
The items which were scalable in the M.S,U. student sample

were then tested on the following samples: (1) a sample of
adult (male and femal;) heads of households in the Lansing and
East lansing, Michigan areaj (2) a sample of persons in a
technical training school in San Antonio, Texas, who were from
all over South America and Central America, with the majority

10; and (3) a sample of adult heads of households in

from Mexioco
Japan. GCGuttman scaling was carried out in an attempt to find items
which would meet scale oriteria in all three of these samples.

In addition, as many items as possible were cut out in an effort
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to reduce the amount of interview time devoted to this section.
Eventually, two items were selected from each scale which would
give maximum representation of the entire scale.

This attempt at oross—cultural scaling raised many interesting
and perplexing problems in the methodology and theory of scale
analysis. Generally, the most perplexing problem was whether
or not to lump respondents from all samples together, or to
perform a scale analysis for each sample separately and inde-
pendently. The decision was made to scale each sample separately,
with an attempt to use common items, item order and cutting
points, If we had lumped all samples together, there would
have been a serious possibility of non-random distribution of
respondents in the scale analysis (i.e., respondents from one
cultural sample might have clustered around a certain scale
type). And, had this ocourred, it would have been very diffi-
cult to get any amount of variation within any one sample.

That is, there was the possibility that an item would be agreed
with by all Japanese, and disagreed with by all Americans. This
non=-random distribution would not have shown up in the scaling
analysis per se. Its oconsequences though, would have been to
place every respondent in the same category for responses to
that question when an analysis of that sample alone occurred,
i.e., an item would not differentiate within the Japanese
population.

By pursuing an independent analysis for each sample, we would

check not only the C.R., but discriminability and distribution of



scale tym
best set ¢
the maxim
sanples),
the Brglie
2odificati
®0nparadi]
final sca]
Itens y
vith 3 C,7
for the Jg
B order 4
Job ang y
ted ¢ »
Wlesg 4 |
Seen tg 4
wo {ten
™0 {top
e, 14
Personal
to the i




90
scale types within each sample, and between samples, until the

best set of items were found (i.e., items which would produce
the maximum discriminability and distribution in all three
samples). Another problem which arose was the translation of
the English items into Japanese and Spanish, This required
modification of some items, in order to obtain maximum "meaning"
comparability. Where modified items were inserted into the
final scale, it will bde noted.

Items retained for the powerlessness sub-scale were 4 and 5,
with a C.R. of .95 for the American sample. (The coefficient
for the Japanese sample was .93 and .97 for the Spanish sample.)
In order to make item 4 applicable to persons without extensive
job and work experience, and in order to translate, it was modi-
fied to reads "There is little chance to get ahead in this life
unless a man knows the right people.® This modification did not
seem to affeot the oontent or the scalability of the remaining
two item scale. An inspection of the content of these remaining
two items, ocompared to the items cut out, reveals little differ—
ence., Item 4 ocontains a general referent, and item 7 contains a
personal referent. All in all, the content would seem to refer
to the inability to exert control over things that happen in life.

Ttems retained for the normlessness scale were 1 and 23 again
with a personal referent and a general referent. The coefficient
of reproducibility was .93 for the American sample, .95 for the
Spanish sample, and .88 for the Japanese sample. Again, the
referent of the total scale would seem to be the lack of order

and predictability in life. With the cancellation of item 4,
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referring to the multitude of religious beliefs, the remaining
two items would seem to have a more general referent than
previously.

Items retained for the social isolation sub-scale were 1 and
2, with a C.,R., of .97 for the American sample, .94 for the
Spanish sample, and .77 for the Japanese sample.11 Again, the
items have one general and one personal referent. Item 4 had
to be dropped due to translation problems, both in Spanish and
Japanese., The content of the remaining two item scale would
seem to apply both to a sense of loneliness and isolation-—
"I feel all alone in the world"——as well as to a feeling of
actual social contact with persons.

These items were included in the final version of the sched-

ule, and were administered to national samples of five nations.

Sub=Sample of Achieved Sample

When the sample of 1,528 respondents had been completed, and
the interviews returned, a sub—sample of 150 was drawn (every
tenth interview, with a random starting point), and a third
Guttman analysis was performed. This last analysis used the same
item orders and cutting points as had been arrived at in the
previous analysisy thus this last analysis formed more of a vali-
dation and check on our previous analyses than an independent
effort at scale construction. In this third analysis, not only
coefficients of reproducibility were figured, but also the
"improvement over ohanco.”12

For the normlessness scale, the C.R. = .912, and the I.0.C.=
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.813 for the powerlessness sub-scale, C.R. = .90 and I.0.C.= ,78;

and for the social isolation sub-scale, C.R. = .90 and the
I.0,.C. = .71 We would assume from these values that the three
sub=scales do have some validity and unidimensionality, and thus
are an adequate specification and operationalization of aliena-
tion. With two items, each scale develops three scale types,
which can be labeled High, Medium and Low powerlessness, etc.
In addition to the above scaling checks, a final heuristic
attempt was made to derive a general alienation scale, composed
of items from all three sub-scales. The attempt, using all
three sub-scales, again failed, as C.R.'s and I.0.C.%'s were
relatively low. However, a combination of the powerlessness
and normlessness sub-scales did meet scaling criteria, with
a C.R, of .91, and an I.0.C. of .66. Therefore, for heuristic
purposes, if nothing else, this scale was included in our
final analysis. It is termed the powerlessness-normlessness
scale, and being composed of four dichotomized items has five
possible values, from O=4, with 4 representing high alienation,
and O representing low alienation. We also take this latter
scaling effort as some evidence of the empirical separability

of the social isoclation component.

Life Satisfaction and Future Outlook
In response to the suggestions of Meier and Bell, Nettler
and McDill regarding the Srole scale (and possibly alienation)
measuring 'despair'! rather than alienation, we thought to

develop a more or less independent and general measure of
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despair or dissatisfaction with one's life.13

Further, because
alienation sometimes has a future connotation, we thought to
develop some measure of one's outlook for the future, in terms
of optimism or pessimism.

A general technique for this sort of measure is the Cantril
Self-Anchoring satisfaction scale——or at least a modification
of it.14 Briefly, this technique asks the respondent to
desoribe, in detail, the best possible life that he could
imagine; and then the worst possible life imaginable. Then,
the respondent is asked to consider what he has described as
the best possible life as standing at the 'top'! of a ladder with
14 rungs (0-10), and the worst possible life at the bottom. The
respondent is then shown a picture of such a ladder and asked
where he would place himself on the ladder as of right nows;
where he thinks he stood five years ago, and where he thinks
he will stand five years from now. By having the respondent
describe the polar ends of the scale, Cantril would suggest that
these ends are then ‘anchored'! in the respondents definition of
his life. In a sense, Cantril is taking many diverse views of
what the best and worst possible life constitutes, and is then
equating them by letting them form the extreme ends of a
common continuum——the ladder.

Our modification of this general technique was to ask the
respondent to *imagine® the best possible 1life that he could
think of as standing at the top of the ladder, and the worst
possible life he could imagine at the bottom, and then to place

himself on the ladder as of right now, etc. Our primary modi-
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fication, then, consisted of asking the persons to imagine the

best and worst possible lives, rather than actually describing
them to the interviewer in detail.

The respondent'!s actual placement of himself on the ladder
was utilized as the score for *present life standing®. In order
to obtain some indication of his outlook for the future, the
respondent®s present standing on the ladder was compared with
his imagined future standingj if the future was higher than
the present, he was termed "optimistic"; if the future was
lower than the present, then he was defined as "pessimistic";
and, if the future was about the same as the present, he was
defined as "neutral".

Operationally, we subtracted the respondent's score for
present standing from his score for future standing, and, in
order to remove any negative numbers, added a constant of 10,
This then produced a possible range of 0=-20. Then the following
collapse limits were observedt

0 - 8 Pessimistic, with the future standing two or more
steps below the present.

9 =11 Neutral, with the future within one step, above
or below the present.

12 =20 Optimistic, with the future two or more steps
above the present.

In this fashion, a person with a present standing of ten,
and a future standing of ten, was classified as "neutral", as

was a person with a present standing of 0, and a future standing

of 0.

Study Context

These operationalizations were carried out as a part of the
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Five Nations Project at Michigan State University-——a much larger

cross—cultural study of alienation, attitudes toward change,
and systemic linkage. The primary method of data collection
was a survey-type, one=hour interview administered to random
samples of five different nations—United States, Mexico,
Costa Rica, Japan and Finland. For this problem, however, only
the United States data were used.15 The inolusion of a small
study in such a large undertaking made numerous concessions and
modifications necessary for the sake of the projeoct as a whole.

Using a survey approach, for example, meant that all of the
necessary questions had to be fitted into a one-hour interview
schedule. This required the sacrifice of many items and ques=-
tions which otherwise would have been beneficial, Items making
up scales and other indexes were kept to an absolute minimum.
The inclusion of the Japanese sample set the upper limit for the
time schedule=——due to the necessity of many status formalities,
etc., which were required in Japanese interviewing procedures.

The oross—cultural approach also presented its difficulties
in that questions had to have cross—cultural applicability.
And, in order to obtain this comparability, it was frequently
necessary to resort to a relatively general level of meaning
and reference. In the case of attitude scales, many items
were sacrificed before finding those which satisfied scale
requirements, cross—culturally.

Another requirement made necessary by the very size of the

undertaking was the use of computer facilities. This, in turn,

required relatively structured questions, etc., for ease in
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coding, and working out procedures which would be feasible for
computer application.

In any case, the final interview schedules were worked out

by the Five Nations Staff, of which the author was a part.16

The interviews in the United States were contracted out to

the Gallup Organization of Princeton, New Jersey, and were done
by their staff between September 2 and October 6, 1963. Coding
was also done by the Gallup staff, from codes constructed by
the Five Nations Staff. The analysis, however, was left up to

the Five Nations Staff.

Sample
The sample—as well as the interview survey——was done by the
Gallup Organization of Princeton, New Jerseyj; it was composed
of 1,528 persons, age 21 or older. We shall quote from their
report as to the design of the samples

The design of the sample is that of a probability sample
down to the block level in the case of urban areas, and to
segments of townships in the case of rural areas.

After stratifying the nation geographically and by size
of community in order to insure conformity of the sample
with the latest available estimate of the Census Bureau
of the distribution of the adult population, 143 different
sampling points or areas were selected on a strictly random
basis, with probability of seleotion proportional to popu—
lation size. An additional sample of 58 sampling points
were drawn in the same manner from the states of Texas,

New Mexico, Arizona, California, and Colorado., This proced-
ure, in effeot, doubled the number of sampling points
drawn for these five states.

Approximately ten interviews were conducted in each such
randomly selected sampling point with the exception of the
sampling points in the five Southwestern states mentioned
above in each of which approximately five interviews were
conducted. The interviewers had no choice whatsoever con-
cerning the part of the ocity or county in which they con-
duoted their interviews. Interviewers were given maps of
the area to which they were assigned, with a starting point
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indicated, and required to follow a specified direction.
At each ocoupied dwelling unit, interviewers were instructed
to select respondents by following a prescribed systematic
method, and by a male—female assignment., This procedure was
followed until the assigned number of interviews was completed.
Since this sampling procedure is designed to produce a
sample which approximates the adult civilian population (age
21 or older) living in private households in the U.S. (that
is, excluding those in prisons and hospitals, hotels, reli-
gious and educational institutions, and on military reserva=
tions), the survey results can be applied to this population
for the purpose of projecting percentages into number of
people. The manner in which the sample is drawn also produces

a sample which approximates the population of private households

in the United States.

The returned sample was balanced within each of four regions
(East, Midwest, South, and West) by educational attainment by
males and females, separately.

The sample is then, by definition and operation, representa-
tive for the characteristics of age, sex, education and region.
We must note that it is also more representative for the five
mentioned Southwestern states——because of the additional number
of sampling points==than for the rest of the nation, but the
exact amount is not known. This could not help but increase the
representativeness of the sample as a whole, and in no way could
it adversely affect representativeness.

While the sample is representative for the above—mentioned
variables, it would be worthwhile to examine the representative-
ness for other selected variables., To this end, we present the
tables below. All figures listed as ™census™ come from the
U.S. Summary of General Population Characteristicsj confidence
levels and margins are taken from the Gallup Report.

At the .95 percent oonfidence level, with percents near 90,

and N = 1,500, sample error margin is + 2%. For whites, the

confidence interval is 85.8% = 89.8%, which includes the census
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Table 23 Representativeness of Sample for Race

Race Sample % Census %
White 87.8 8806
Non-white 12.2 11.4

figure. Therefore, we would conclude that the sample is repre—

sentative as far as the variable of race.

Table 33 Representativeness of Sample for Size of Place

Loocation Sample % Census %
P e

Urban 70 ] 8 69 09

Rural 29.2 30.1

At the .95 confidence level, for percents near 70, with
N = 750, sampling error margin is ¢ 4%. For urban, the confi-
dence interval is 66.8% = T4.8%, which includes the census figure.
Therefore, we would conclude that the sample is representative
as far as the variable of size of place.

Because of inflation, income is subject to much more rapid
change than any of the other variables listed above. For this
reason, we have made an extrapolation from 1959 (when the census
was taken) to 1963 (when the sample was taken) by estimating
the four—year increase in income as a fraction of the change
from 1950=1960. During this ten-~year period, the percent in
the category, $4,999 or less, decreased 31.4%, or 3.14% per year.
For the four years from 1959-1963, then, we would expect a

change of approximately 12.6%.
At the confidence level of .95, with the percent near 40,

N = 750, sampling error is + 4%. For income, the confidence

level for $4,999 or less is 37.9% = 45.9%3 which includes the
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Table 4% Representativeness for Sample for Income

Income Sample % Census %
1959 1963
$4,999 or less 41.9 52.2 = 12.6 = 39,6
5,000 or more 581 47.8 + 12.6 = 60.4

census figure. Therefore, we would conclude that the sample is
representative as far as the variable of income.

We would conclude from the above that the sample is repre-—
sentative of the U.S. population, and as such, findings based upon

this sample will be generalizable to that population.

Analysis

Introduction

In our theoretical chapter, we have argued that the inter—
relationships among our independent variables make it necessary
to exert some form of control. Further, we have argued that the
previously used controls reduced the sample size, and thereby
restrioted generalizability. Therefore, we shall endeavor to
utilize a method of control which does not restrict sample size
nor generalizability. We have set upon that method of control
usually referred to as *multi-variate analysis®!, and have incor-
porated the excellent models of Lazarsfeld and Hyman in our
analysis prooeduros.19

Multi-variate analysis is an appropriate tool to use in
situations where one is examining relationships between three
inter-related variables, Literally, it is a method of examining

the relationship of two variables, while holding variance due to

a third variable, more or less constant. If, for example, A and



100

B, B and C, as well as A and C are related, then one may have
reason to suspect that the relation of any two variables is
spurious, in reality being caused by the relationship of the
other two, e.g., the relationship of B to C is spurious, caused
by the relationship of A to B and A to C, etce In order to see
if B is related to C, independent of the relationship of A to
B and C, one must figure out some way of holding the effect of
A constant, or removing its effect upon B and C,.

Partial correlations are one method of so doing, in that
they mathematically remove the variance in one variable due to
another, and then allow one to examine the effect of a third
variable upon the remaining variance. However, partial corre-
lations operate upon the entire variable at once, i.e., operate
in terms of individual scores and assume a more or less linear
relationship., And, due to the fact that they operate in terms
of individual scores, it is relatively difficult to obtain a
table (i.e., a visual method of inspecting curvilinearity).
Therefore, one cannot ascertain the differential effects of a
control variable, i.e., detecting a relationship of two vari-
ables which operates at one level of a control variable, yet
not at another.

Multi-variate analysis, however, in that it operates in
terms of grouped data——groups of individuals—does allow for
this sort of inspection. Multi-variate analysis has the dis-
advantage of losing precision (compared to partial correlation)
because of this grouped data. In grouped data, one is working,

in effect, with the correlation of group means (or mean variance)
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of the group as a whole; whereas in partial correlation, one

is working with the correlation of individual scores. Moreover,
a group mean is much less sensitive than an individual mean,

and the group mean contains, by definition, much more random
variancey consequently, it has a less reliable estimation of
the true population mean.

We know, however, two facts about the relationships of our
variables, First, via the logical relationship of average status
and status inoonsistency, we know that there is likely to be a
curvilinear relationship between average status and status inocon-
sistency, with the most extreme status levels having the lowest
levels of status inconsistency. Secondly, from the Meier and
Bell article regarding the relationship of social mobility and
anomia, we know that social mobility may be related differently
to anomia at different levels of status.20

There is also another reason for using multi=variate analysis
over and above the correlation methods. Correlations must at
least have interval dataj our data are not interval but are
ranked at most. While arguments could be advanced for their
intervality, it would be more conservative to utilize a less
powerful test. Also, we must note the exploratory nature of our
study. If there is a true difference involved, we must assume
that it will become apparent. Given the logic and inquiry of
science, it is far better to reject a valid hypothesis than to
acoept an invalid hypothesis and thereby place it into our body

of theory. If we do, in fact, reject a valid hypothesis, it is
still present in nature, and given more scientific inquiry, it
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will surely come to light again. Therefore, we shall use multi-

variate analysis.,

Procedures

The first step in our analysis will be to test the inter—
relationships of our independent variables to see if they are
related. Logically, we have demonstrated that they should be,
and on this basis suggested certain methods of control. Now,
we should verify our contention, and check the actual relation=-
ship of these independent variables., If they are related, then
our notions regarding the necessity of control are validated.

Second, we should test the inter-relationships of our depen-
dent variables, to see if "Present Life Standing" and "Future
Orientation", as indicators of despair, are related to aliena-
tion. If they are related, then we have added plausibility to
the contention that despair forms an integral part of aliena-
tion—or that alienation forms an integral part of despaire.
(Or, at least we will have added another element to the des-
cription of alienation.) If these dependent variables are not
related, then we have indicated the independence of alienation
from despairy and we then have proof of the current relative
specificity of our alienation measures.

Our third analytic step will be to ascertain the first order
relations of each independent variable to each dependent vari-
ables In this set of tables, we will utilize the full ten-
category range of status inoconsistency and average status, s0

as to detect any curvilinearity in the relationships. We must
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note, however, that these first order tables do not constitute
a test of the original hypotheses stated in Chapter I; this can
be done only with the controls instituted. At this level, the
presence or absence of a relationship neither confirms nor
rejects nothing.

The fourth analytic step will be to test the relationship of
each independent variable to the dependent variables, while
controlling for another of the independent variables—i.e., the
relationship of average status to alienation, controlling for
status inconsistency, then for social mobility, etc. In this
step, we will examine the relationship of the independent vari-
able to the dependent variable, at each level of the control
variable. Analysis at this level will constitute a test of
hypothesis.

Finally, we will examine the relationship of each independent
variable to each dependent variable, while controlling for the
other iwo independent variables. This step is necessary because
all three variables have been shown to be logically inter-related.

In the tables presented at each level of analysis, there will
be essentially two steps. As the first step, the means of the
dependent variable for each value or level of the independent
variable will be inspected, as well as the percentages, in
order to determine the "pattern" or direction of the relation-
ship, This step generally allows one to make statements about
the "theoretical meaning” of the table, and thereby makes the

table interpretable; if no pattern is present, then the table

(while possibly statistically significant) has no theoretical
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meaning. If theoretical meaning is present, then the second
step—a statistical test—will be attempted; if no pattern is
present, the statistical test will not be attempted. The
statistic used will be chi square. Although our data can
possibly be interpreted as rank order data, there are questions
about such an interpretation. Therefore, we have decided to

use a less powerful and efficient test, in favor of a more con-
servative one. There are also pragmatic factors involved in

this decision, revolving around the use of the computer. It
will be remembered that, due to the size of the over=all project,
the ocomputer was necessary. Although computers are reputed to be
capable of anything, it turns out to be quite a laborious proocess
to develop programs for certain rank order statistics, e.g.,
Kolmogorow-Smirnoff, etc. Rather than go through this labori-
ous==and expensive-——process, it was decided to use a chi square
and other statistics capable of being used at a nominal level of
measurement.

Related to the problem of statistics, there are certain other
statistical problems contained in the use of a complex multi-
variate analysis procedure. Generally, these have to do with the
lack of independence of observations from one multi-variate
table to another. When, for example, one oreates a table for
the relationship of Y to 2, at various levels of control for
X, this table contains a series of’;g!g,(values of the dependent
variable and total) which are identical for a table listing the

relationship of X to 2, controlling for Y. Only the order of
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Figure 68 Lack of Independence in Two Multi-Variate
Tables Using the Same Controls

Table I Table II
Control Indep. Dep. Control 1Indep. Dep.
Variable Variable Variable Variable
X Y Z Y X Z
%ﬂ &
a 4 5 6 15> a YA 4 5 6 15
A b 7 8 9 24 B 13 14 15 42
10 11 12 33 A 7 8 9 24
b
a 13 14 15 42 B 16 17 18 51
B b 16 17 18 51 A 10 11 12 33
c
19 20 21 60)- B 19 20 21 60
»
Marginals.

the rows is changed.

From this example, it is obvious that the two different types
of controls do not change one set of marginals, i.e., the right
hand totalsj; nor do they shift the extremes, i.e., the upper—
and lower-most rows. This would, we argue, oreate a lack of
independence between the two tables, so that two sets of statis-
tics, assuming independence, could not be legitimately run for
both tables=—or at least an interpretation based upon one signif-
icant statistic would be risky. Literally, we would expect a
certain number of significant statistiocs to occur with a higher
proportion of times by chance alone than if there were true
independence. In order to interpret the significance of statis-
tics computed for the above set of tables, a distribution of
statistics would be needed which would take this 'lack of inde-

pendence® into account. Because such a table is not now in
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existence, we would argue that it is much better to inspect the
patterns that the various combinations of rows (and their means)
form. That is, if a stable pattern forms across several levels
of control, then we would be prepared to accept it as a signif-
icant finding. We might note that this is also an argument for
the usage of as many levels of control as possible—=—that is,
have each variable contain as many values as possible, as well
as having a relatively large sample in any study using a multi-

variate type of analysis.

Operational Hypotheses
Because of the relatively high amount of redundancy occurring
in the statement of operationalized hypotheses, we shall utilize
the following set of abbreviationss

AS = Average Status

SI = Status Inconsistency

SM = Social Mobility

P - Powerlessness (sub—scale of alienation)

N « Normlessness (sub-scale of alienation)

SOI- Social Isolation (sub-scale of alienation)

PN - Powerlessness—Normlessness Combined (sub-scale
of alienation)

PS « Present Standing on Ladder

FO = Future Orientation

We hypothesizes

I. A. A significant difference, between AS groups, in the scores
on P, N, SOI, and PN, taking the form of an inverse, linear
relationship, i.e., with the higher AS groups having lower
scores than the lower AS groups.

B. A significant difference, between AS groups, in the scores
on PS and FO, taking the form of a direct, linear relation=-
ship, i.e., with the higher AS groups having higher scores
on PS and FO than lower AS groups.

II. Little or no difference between SI groups in the scores on
P, N, SOI, PN, PS, or FO.
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Significant differences between the SM groups of
"Downward", and "Upward and Stable", but little or

no difference between "Upward" and "Stable" SM groups,
in the scores on P, N, SOI, PN, PS and FO, Further,
we hypothesize that the "Downward" group will have
higher scores on P, N, SOI and PN, with lower scores
on PS and FO, than either the "Upward" or "Stable"

SM groups.

IV, A.At all levels of control for SI we expect the differ—

ences between AS groups hypothesized in I.A. above to
remain constante.

B.At all levels of control for SM, we expect the differ-—

ences between AS groups hypothesized in I.B. above to
remain constant.

V. A.At all levels of control for AS, a significant differ-

ence between SI groupst

(1) In the scores on P, N, SOI, and PN, taking the form
of a direct linear relationship, with the higher SI
groups having higher scores than the lower SI groups.

(2) In the scores on PS and FO, taking the form of an
inverse linear relationship, with the higher SI groups
having lower scores than the lower SI groupse. :

B.At all levels of control for SM, a significant differ-

ence between SI groupst:

(1) In the scores on P, N, SOI and PN, taking the form
of a direct linear relationship, with the higher SI
groups having higher scores than the lower SI groups.

(2) In the scores on PS and FO, taking the form of an
inverse linear relationship, with the higher SI groups
having lower scores than the lower SI grourse.

VI. A.At all levels of control for AS, a significant differ-

ence between all S groups in the scores on P, N, SOI,
PN, PS, and FO. Again, we expect the "Down" SM group
to have the highest scores on P, N, SOI, and PN, and
the lowest scores on PS and FOj; and the "Stable" SU
group to have the lowest scores on P, N, SOI, and FN,
and the highest scores on PS and FO.

B.At all levels of control for SI, a significant differ-

ence between all SM groups, in the scores on P, N, SOI,
PN, PS, and FO., Again, we expect the "Down" S group
to have the highest scores on P, N, SOI, and PN, and
the lowest scores on PS and FOj; and the "Stable" Si
group to have the lowest scores on P, N, SOI, and N,
and the highest scores on PS and FO.
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At all levels of third order control, with SI as

the primary control, and SM as the secondary control,
the differences between AS groups hypothesized in
I.A., on preceding page, to remain constant.

At all levels of third order control, with AS as the
primary control, and SM as the secondary control,
the differences between AS groups hypothesized in
V.A.(1 and 2) and V.B.(1 and 2) to remain the same.

At all levels of third order control, with AS as
the primary control, and SI as the secondary
control, the differences in SM groups hypothesized
in VI,A. and B. remain constant.
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Context of Experience and Behavior" (unpublished Ph.D. disserta-
tion, Michigan State University, 1965).
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CHAPTER III

ANALYSIS

Introduction

In this chapter, we shall present our analysis of the materials
developed in Chapter II, which shall also constitute a test of the
hypotheses suggested at the end of Chapter I. Briefly, this
chapter shall contain six sections.

Section 1 shall contain a set of tables and interpretations
detalling the inter-relations of the independent variables, e.g.,
Average Status (AS), Status Inconsistency (SI), and Social
Mobility (SM). Also, we shall analyze the effect of each variable
upon the other, while controlling for the third, i.e., examining
the relationship of AS to SM while holding SI constant, etc. This
set of tables shall not constitute a test of hypotheses as such,
but will give us information which will allow us to make inter-—
pretations of tables which do constitute tests of hypotheses.

Section 2 shall contain a set of tables and interpretations
depicting the inter—-relationships of the dependent variables, i.e.,
Powerlessness (P), Normlessness (N), Social Isolation (SOI),
Powerlessness-Normlessness (PN), Present Standing (PS), and
Future Orientation (FO). Principally, however, it will consist
of the relationships of PS and FO,to P, N, SOI, and FN. We shall

not analyze the inter—relationships of P, N, SOI, and PN because

111
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this was done in the previous Guttman scale analysis in Chapter
II, and would, therefore, be redundant. One element we will

be concerned with here is the degree to which PS and FO are,

or are not, related to alienation, and whether they can be
spoken of as constituting aspects of alienation.

Section 3 shall contain a set of tables listing the first
order relationships of our independent variables (AS, SI, and
S¥) to our dependent variables. We expect significant differ-
ences to occur in the tables listing the AS relationships, but
not in the tables listing the SI or SM relationships. Finding
significant differences with respect to AS and alienation would,
of course, validate our operationalizations of both alienation
and stratification. Much of the information gleaned in this
section will be used as background in the interpretation of
later tables and sections.

This section shall contain a set of tables and interpretations
concerned with the second order relationships of our three inde-
pendent variables to the dependent variables——i.e., the relation-
ship of one independent variable to a dependent variable, while
controlling for another independent variable. This section shall
constitute tests of hypotheses, and it is here that we expect
that a relationship between SI and S and the dependent vari-
ables will become apparent,

Section 5 shall contain our inspection of the third order
relationships—i.e., the relationships of an independent vari-

able to a dependent variable while controlling for the other two
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independent variables simultaneously. Again, this section shall
constitute a test of hypotheses.
Finally, we shall present a general summary of the findings,

and our conclusions based upon those findings.

Relationship of Average Status, Status Inconsistency
and Social Mobility

First Order Relationships

In this section, we shall inspect the inter-relations of
AS, SI and SM. The first relationship presented (Table 1)
concerns the effects of AS and SI upon each other. The body
of this table presents the N falling in each AS-SI cell., Of
principal interest, however, are the AS means for each level
of SI, and the SI means for each level of AS. Inspection of
the SI means (row means) for each level of AS reveals that AS
is curvilinearly related to SI. That is, persons in the highest
and lowest AS categories have low SI means. The peak of this
curvilinear relationship falls at the third AS level, or
approximately the equivalent of a "lower middle" status.
Empirically, then the point of highest or most extreme incon=—
sistency falls not at the exact middle of the status continu-
um, as was suggested earlier, but somewhat lower.

An inspection of the mean AS for each level of SI (the column
means), however, reveals that there is a slightly inverse rela-
tionship operating, with the higher levels of SI having relatively
lower levels of average status. This may be a reflection of the
relative concentration of highly inoconsistent persons in the

lower status ranges. That is, of those persons who are highly
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inconsistent, there are more in the lower end of the middle
range than in the upper end of the middle range. The chi square
for the entire table is T34, which is significant at beyond the
001 level.

When the full ten=value range of both AS and SI is collapsed
into the five and three category ranges to be used in the control
tables, the curvilinear and inverse relationships become much
more pronounced and clear (Table 1a). In any case, these tables
demonstrate the need for control when examining the relationship
of either AS or SI to any third wvariable.

Table 2 demonstrates the relationship between Average Status
and Social Mobility. Again of importance are the row and column
means, listing, respectively, the mean SM for each level of AS,
and the mean AS for each level of SM, We must comment on the
concept of "mean Social Mobility". This is, of course, an
incorrect usage of the statistical device of the mean because
presumably the various categories of Social Mobility cannot
legitimately be ordered, i.e., they are nominal. For this
reason, we have also inocluded the percentages across, i.e.,
the percent of persons falling into the various SM categories
at each level of AS, An inspection of these percentages across,
as well as the "mean SM", for each AS level, reveals that there
is a roughly linear relationship, with higher AS persons having
higher proportions in the "Upwardly Mobile" category than those
persons of lower AS., This is to be expected. The reverse, how-

ever, is not true. Lower status persons reveal little downward

mobility, with the largest concentration (94.6%) existing in the






116

Table 1at Average Status by Status Inconsistency, for Collapsed
Values of Average Status and Status Inconsistency

STATUS INCONSISTENCY
High

Average

Low Med

485
3.92

439 598
4.85 4.67

* Means derived from ten-value range.

Table 2: Average Status by Social Mobility

SOCIAL MOBILITY -

Average Down Stable U Total Row X
Status || ¥ (H 0§ (# ¥ (H | ¥ (%
(Low) O 3( 2.3) 122(94.6)  4( 3.1) | 129(100) 2.01
1 10( 7.6) 114(87.0)» 7( 5.4) 131(100) 1.98
2 11( 8.2) 109(81.3) 14(10.5) 134(100) 2.02
3 20(13.5) 112(15.7) 16(10.8) 148(100) 1.97
4 16(11.6) 98(71.0) 24(17.4) 138(100) 2.06
5 17(11.2) 90(59.2) 45(29.6) 152(100) 2.18
6 21(12.9)  88(54.0) 54(33.1) 163(100) 2.20
7 13( 8.4)  90(58.1) 52(33.5) | 155(100) 2.25
8 9( 6.9)  64(49.2) 57(43.9) | 130(100) 2.37
(Bigh) 9 2( 1.5)  73(55.7) 56(42.8) | 131(100) 2.41
Total || 422( 8.7) 960(68.0) 329(23.3) | 1411(100)
Col. X 4.49 4.00 6.24 4.56

X% = 191.1, af = 18, p{ .001.
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"Stable" category. What downward mobility there is appears to

fall into the middle and lower middle levels of AS, This is,

of course, paralleled by examining the mean AS for each social
mobility category, which reveals that (as expected) the "Upwardly
Mobiles" have the highest mean ASj; what is somewhat surprising,
though, is the finding that those persons who are downwardly
mobile have higher AS than those who are stable. We must
remember that we are using an inter—generational measure of
mobility. The chi square for the entire table is 191, which

is significant at beyond the .001 level.

This finding will affect our hypotheses, in that we should
now expect that those persons in the "Stable™ category of Si
will have higher alienation than either the ﬁpwardly or down=
wardly mobile, strictly because of the "contamination" by the
AS dimension. This points up the need for control in examining
the effect of SM on alienation.

Table 3 lists the relationship of Status Inconsistency and
Social Mobility, and uses the full ten-value range of Status
Inconsistency. Further, Table 3 indicates a small but statis-
tically significant direct relationship between SI and SM, with
a chi square of 34.5, which is significant .025> p > .01. By
examining the mean SI for each category of SM, we can see that
the "Downwardly Mobile" have the lowest mean SI, and the
"Upwardly Mobile" have the highest mean SI, An inspection of
the mean SM, as well as the percentages across for each level

of SI, reveals that there is a very roughly direct linear
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Table 33 Status Inconsistency by Social Mobility

Status

Down

SOCIAL MOBILITY
Stable Up

Total

Row

Inconsis. 1 2 3 (%) b3

(Low) O 8 101 29 138( 9.8) 2.15
1 12 100 28 140( 9.9) 2.1
2 14 84 22 120( 8.5) 2.07
3 17 95 26 138( 9.8) 2.07
4 13 100 22 135( 9.6) 2.07
5 14 89 43 146(10.3) 2.20
6 9 84 34 127( 9.0) 2.20
7 14 119 35 168(11.9) 2.13
8 14 106 37 157(11.1)  2.15

(Bigh) 9 7 82 53 142(10.1) 2.32

Total 122 960 329 | 1411(100)
Col. X 4.43 4.50 5.09 | 4.63

X2 = 34.5, 4f = 18, .025)> p) .O1.

relationship, with the higher levels of SI having generally

higher SM means, and larger percentages of persons in the

and "Upward" SM categories.

"Stable"

This relationship does, however,

produce some degree of confusion, because from Table 2 we know

that the "Upward™ SM category has a high AS mean-—and from

Table 1 we know that "High" AS persons have relatively low SI.

That is, from Tables 1 and 2 we would assume that upwardly

mobile persons have low SI; and in fact they have high SI.

again points up the need for control.

Second Order Control Belationshigg_

This

In this section we shall examine the inter—relationships of

our three independent variables, two at a time, while controlling
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for the effect of the third. In these tables, we shall present

only N and the row and column means. And, following our argu—
ment regarding the use of statistics in multi-variate tables,

we shall not compute any statistics; instead, we shall rely upon
a simple inspection of patterns of row and column means,

Table 4 details the relationships of Average Status and
Social Mobility, at all three levels of Status Inconsistency.
Generally, we can say that the control for SI does not disrupt
the linearity of mean SM for each level of AS, which was found
in Table 1. That is, at each level of SI, there is a general
increase in mean SM with each inorease in AS level. This line-
arity would appear to be somewhat clarified, however, as one
moves from low to high SI control levels, i.e., the linearity
is ever increasing at the high SI level, whereas there is some
slight curvilinearity for the "Low"AS levels, at the "Low" and
"Medium" levels of the SI control.

With respect to the mean AS for each category of SM, however,
all we can say is that the "Upward" category, at all levels of
the SI control, maintains the highest mean AS, This also was
present in Table 2. The mean AS of the "Stable" and "Down"

SM categories, however, is changed from that in the original
table, but only for the "Low" SI control level, i.e., at the
"Low" SI level, "Stable"s 1.86, "Down" = 3.68, whereas at the
"Medium" SI level the means are respectively, 1.86 and 1.90; and
at the "High" SI control level, 1.51 and 1.48. These compare

with 4.49 for the "Down" SM, and 4.00 for the "Stable" in the
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original table (Table 2).

A problem, then, is about elements in the "Low" level of SI
which create approximately equal amounts of mean AS among "Up"
and "Down" SM persons. If we remember that the "Low" SI group-
ing containé both very high and low AS persons, but with a pre-
ponderance of high AS personsj and that in terms of mobility,
most lower AS persons are stablej then, it may be that for those
of low inconsistency, mobility separates out those persons who
are high and low status. That is, we know that the "Low" SI
group is composed of both very high, and very low AS persons,
with a relatively high AS mean., Then, those who are low status
are also stable, so that only those downwardly mobile persons
who are somewhat middle class are left, and they combine to
form the relatively high mean AS present in the downwardly
mobile group at the low SI level. In effect, we are observ—
ing another form of the SI-AS relationship, as it operates via
SM. As it also turns out, the entire group of "Down" SM to
"Low" SI has an N of 34, of a sample of 1,522 (or approximately
2.4%). And, of these 34, 16 fell in the next to highest AS level

Table 5 lists the relationship of Average Status to Status
Inconsistency, for the three levels or categories of Social
Mobility. An inspection of the SI means for each level of AS,
reveals that the ocontrols for SM do not disrupt, nor appreciably
alter, the curvilinearity of SI or AS, Nor is the linear regres-
sion of AS scores for each inoreasing level of SI altered, except
for those persons in the "Stable" level of control. If anything,

this relationship is made much more clear in the "Up" and "Down"
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levels of control, for in the original table (Table 1a), there
was only a small difference in mean AS between the "Low" and
"Medium" levels of SI—4.85 and 4.67, respectively. The lack
of a difference in mean AS between the "Low" and "Medium" levels
of SI at the "Stable" category of control may be due to the
correlation of SM and AS, particularly the fact that the "Stable"
group in Table 2 has the lowest mean AS of all three Sl groups.
That is, the "Stable" group contains disproportionate numbers

of lower class persons, who are also, by definition very low in
SI (Table 1). It would appear, then, that SU might obscure the
relationship of AS and SI, in the original tables.

This interpretation would appear to be the case, when Table 6
(which describes the relationship of Social Mobility to Status
Inconsistency, at all levels of Average Status) is inspected.
That is, "Up" SM, at each level of AS, apparently creates high
SI. The converse relationship is also clarified by the control
for AS. In the original table (Table 3), the regression of mean
Sl for each level of SI was somewhat linear; in the control table,
these SM means are, in all cases, clearly linear. What is not
particularly clarified, however, is the difference between the
"Down" and "Stable" categories of SlIj at the "Low" AS level, the
"Down" category has a higher mean SI than the "Stable" (1.07 vs.
.82), whereas at the third and fourth status levels, the
"Stable category has a higher mean SI than the "Down" categorys
and the middle AS levels of "One" and "Two" retain the lack

of differentiation present in the original table. It is clear,
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though, that the control for AS does alter the relationship of

SM and SI.

The previous statement might serve as a model for our summary
of the relationships of our independent variables. That is, at
the first order level, it is evident that there are a series of
contaminated inter-relationships between AS, SI and SM. For
example, we note from Table 1 that high AS persons are likely
to have low SIj; from Table 1, high AS persons are also likely
to be "Up" SM; this would then lead us to the tenative conclu—
sion that "Up" SM persons are also likely to be low SI, because
of the relationship between SM and AS. But this is not the
case, as we can see from Table 3, where "Up" SM persons have
relatively high SI==the exact opposite of our prediction. At
the control levels, we also saw that many of the original
patterns held upj but also, some are appreciably changed. While
our main point is not to clarify the relationship of these three
variables, it is clear that they are highly inter-related. And,
this, of course, validates our original statement regarding the
necessity of control in examining the relationship of these
three variables to alienation. Further, it points up the need
to control at both the second and third order levels, because
many of the original relationships of these independent vari-

ables continued to hold at the second order.

Relationship of Dgggndent Variables

In this section, we shall present the inter-relationships of

our dependent variables. We shall present, however, only those
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relationships between Present Standing and Future Orientation,
and the set of four alienation measures, i.e., Powerlessness,
Social Isolation, Normlessness, and the combined form, Powerless-
ness-Normlessness. (Hereafter, we shall refer to these variables
by their initials.) It will be remembered that these former
variables were constructed in an effort to delineate a relatively
"pure" measure of the "despair" or "dismal future" outlook
imputed to alienation by some alienation theorists. At this
point, then, we would like to carry out an empirical examina-
tion of the relationship between these two different "forms"

or "aspects" of alienation.

Tables 7, 8, 9 and 10 document the relationship of Present
Standing to the alienation scaless P, SOI, N and PN. It will be
recalled that PS was measured by asking the respondent to place
himself on a ladder describing his present standing between the
best and worst possible lives that he could imagine. The values
of PS in Tables 7—16 represent these standings. It will be
noted that the vast majority of persons ranked themselves as
standing at step five or above, with only 10 percent ranking
themselves below five. This would seem to indicate that Americans
consider themselves as having a relatively good life, or at least
a "better than average" life,

All tables exhibit significant chi squares, with probabilities
of ,01 or less. An inspection of the column means—or the means
PS for each level of alienation——reveals that there is inverse
and fairly linear regression of PS on alienationj with each

inocrease in alienation level, there is a consistent decrease in
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Table 7s Present Standing by Powerlessness

1 ( 6.7 100)
1 1 ( 8.3 5 (41.7 6 (50.0 12(100)  1.42
2 1 ( 8.3 5 (41.7 6 (50.0 12(100) 1.42
3 7 (18.9) 15 (40.5) 15 (40.6 37(100)  1.22
4 18 (21.7) 37 (44.6) 28 (33.7 83(100) 1.12
5 84 (28.7) 129 (44.0) 80 (27.3 293(100 .99
6 70 (33.0) 84 (39.6) 58 (27.4 212(100 94
7 94 (41.6) 92 (40.7) 40 (17.7 226(100 .76
8 106 (36.8) 114 (39.6) 68 (23.6 288(100 .87
9 40 (37.4) 41 (38.3) 26 (24.3 107(100 .87
(High)10 83 (37.7) 85 (38.6) 52 (23.7 220( 100 .86

Total_ 505 (33.6) 613 (40.7) 387 (25.7) [1505(100) .92
Col. X T.19 6.74 6.46 6.85

X2 = 46.535, Af = 20, significant ¢ .001.

Table 8t Present Standing by Social Isolation

SOCIAL ISOLATION
Present (Iowz%C)) (High) 2 Total Row

Standing N N 1(%) N (%) N (%) X

(Low) O 1 (20.0 8 (53.3 4 (26.7 15(100) 1.07
1 1( 8.4 7 (5863 4 (33.3 12(100) 1.25
2 1 ( 8.3 5 (41.7 6 (50.0 12(100) 1.42
3 9 (24.3 18 (48.7 10 (217.0 37(100) 1.03
4 18 (21.7 36 (43.4 29 (34.9 83(100) 1.13
5 62 (21.2) 167 (57.0 64 (21.8 293(100) 1.01
6 37 (17.4) 119 (55.9 57 (26.7 213(100) 1.09
1 52 (22.8) 121 (53.1 55 (24.1 228(100) 1.01
8 78 (27.0) 161 (55.7 50 (17.3 289(100 <90
9 25 (23.4 64 (59.8 18 (16.8 107(100 93

(High)10 75 (33.5) 114 (50.9 35 (15.6 224(100 .82

Total || 361 (23.9) 820 (54.2) 332 (21.9) [1513(100) .98
Col. X || 7.19 6.85 6439 6.83

X° = 44.4, df = 20, significant € .01,
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Table 9t Present Standing by Normlessness

NORMLESSNESS
Present (Low) © 1 (High) 2 Total Row
Standing N (%) N~ (%) N (%) N (%) X
(Low) O 3 (20.0 4 (26.7 8 (53.3 15(100) 1.33
1. 3 (25.0 1 ( 8.3 8 (66.7 12(100) 1.42
2 2 (16.7 2 (1647 8 (66.6 12(100) 1.50
3 4 (11.1) 13 (36.1 19 (52.8 36(100) 1.42
4 13 (15.9) 32 (39.0 37 (45.1 82(100) 1.29
5 54 (18.6) 117 (40.2) 120 (41.2 291(100) 1.23
6 44 (20.7) 84 (39.4 85 (39.9 213(100) 1.19
7 68 (30.0) 97 (42.7 62 (27.3 227(100 97
8 78 (27.2) 114 (39.7 95 (33.1 287(100) 1.06
9

25 (23.4) 51 (47.6) 31 (29.0 107(100) 1.06
(High)10 62 (27.9) 72 (32.4) 88 (39.6 222(100) 1.12

Total || 356 (27.9) 587 (39.0) 561 (37.3) | 1504(100) 1.14
Col. X || 7.16 6.87 6.58 6.83

X° = 48.02, df = 20, significant .001.

PS means. All of these FS means are still gbove the middle of
the ladder, however (i.e., five).

An inspection of the row means--the mean alienation for each
level of PS——=does not indicate a corresponding linearity, or
at least the linearity is relatively rough. In the case of P,
N and PN (Tables 7, 9 and 10, respectively), there is a general
decrease to about PS value "7", and then a slight inorease in row
means for the values "8", "9" and "10". This indicates that those
people who rate themselves highest on the PS ladder are also
slightly more alienated than those in the middle——but still much
less alienated than those who rate themselves below the rung
"S5" on the ladder. Of all the alienation sub-soales, SOI comes
closest to indicating a very rough form of curvilinearity

(Table 8). The row means in this case start fairly high, dut
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increase until the third rung of the ladder (value 2), and then

-decrease fairly constantly until PS value 10. This curve does
not exhibit the slight increase for the last three values of PS
as the other tables did, which leads a slight curvilinearity to
the regression of SOI means for each level of PS, This may be
evidence for the separation of SOI from other forms of aliena-
tions In any case, it would seem to be clear that alienation is
a relatively close correlate of one's perception of where he
stands in terms of achieving a best or worst possible life.

And, if it is, we would expect that FS will be related to our
independent variables in much the same way as alienation,

Tables 11, 12, 13 and 14 detail the relationship of Future
Crientation to the various sub-scales of alienation. Future
Orientation (FO), as stated in the last chapter, is a measure of
the discrepancy between PS and one's estimation of where he will
stand on the ladder five years in the future——again between the
best and worst possible lives imaginable. Those persons whose
future is within one or two steps of their present were desig-
nated as "Status Quo" oriented; those whose future was higher
were designated "Optimistic", and those with the future lower
than their present were designated "Pessimistic". In order to
obtain mean FO scores, these three categories were arbitrarily

assigned the follow weightss
"Pegsimistic" = 0, "Status Quo" = 1, "Optimistic" = 2,

Chi squares for all tables were significant at the .02% level
or less. What is surprising, however, is that the row means

(mean alienation for each FO category) are not linear, i.e.,
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Table 113 Future Orientation by Powerlessness

POWERLESSNESS

Future
Orientation

(0) 33(31.1)  43(40.6) 30(28.3) 106(100) .97
Status Quo
(1) 231(38.8) 228(38.2) 137(23.0) 596(100) .84
Optimistio
(2) 229(30.0) 326(42.7) 209(27.3) 764(100) .97
Total 493(33.6) 597(40.7) 376(25.7) | 1466(100) .92
Col. X 1.40 1.47 1 .48 1045

X2 w 12,304, df = 4, .025)>p > .01.

Table 12: Future Orientation by Social Isolation

SOCIAL ISOLATION
Future (Low) O 1 (High) 2 Total  Row
Orientation || N (%) N (%) N (%)

Pessimistio

(o) 21(19.8) 62(58.5) 23(21.7) 106(100) 1.02
Status Quo

(1) 173(28.7) 326(54.2) 103(17.1) 602(100) .88
Optimistic

(2) 159(20.8) 406(53.0) 201(26.2) 766(100) 1.05

Total 353(23.9) 794(53.9) 327(22.2) | 1474(100) .98
0010 X 1039 1043 1054 1045

X2 = 23,0, af = 4, p) .001.

Table 138 Future Orientation by Normlesaness

NORMLESSNESS

Future (Low) O 1 (High) 2 Total Row
Orientation N N N
Pessimisgtio

(o) 17(16.0)  39(36.8) 50(47.2) 106(100) 1.31
Status Quo

(1) 166(27.9) 222(37.2) 208(34.9) 596(100) 1.07
Optimistio

(2) 169(22.1) 312(40.8) 283(37.1) 764(100) 1.15

Total 352(24.0) 573(39.1) 541(36.9) | 1466(100) 1.13

0010 X 1.43 1048 1043 1045

X2 = 12,54, 4 = 4, .025>p ».01.
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e "Optimistic" are not less alienated than the "Pessimistic",
one would implicitly assume. Rather, the "Status Quo"

tegory in each and every case is the least alienated, with

e "Optimistic" and "Pessimistic" FO categories having approxi-
tely equally alienation means, Inspection of the column means
ean FO for each level of alienation) adds little to the

neral interpretability of the tables.

To some degree, the Durkheim=Merton rationale may be operat-
g here. That is, those persons who perceive a change in the
ture—=—which may cast doubt on the efficacy of the normative
stem—develop alienation, whereas those who perceive an
ount of stability in the future do not develop alienation.

this sense, FO is similar to SM, in that the "Stable" or
tatus Quo" group may be the least alienated, at least hypothet-—
ally. This finding may also, however, be spurious and a
atistical artifact of our measurement device. In order to be
ther "Pessimistic" or "Optimistic", a person must have a
ore between two and eight, i.e., for "Optimism", a person
uld score no higher than eight on the PS ladder, in order for
m to have statistical "room" to increase. And, this is a
wer score when‘oompared to persons in the nine and ten ladder
nks, which in turn would give him a comparatively higher
ienation score. Approximately the same dynamic can work for
e "Pessimistio" persons. Further, we must note that the
jority of persons in the FO tables scared in the "Optimistio"

tegory. Therefore, in order to have a resolute test of this,

e should control for PS in examining the relationship of FO to
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alienation.1

In any case, it is clear that PS may be an integral part of
alienation, but that FO is not; or at least FO is partially inde-
pendent, and may be related to our independent variables in
different ways than alienation. It does form a definite measure
of future orientation. For these reasons, then, we would

suggest keeping FO in our analysis.

First Order Relationships

Relationship of Average Status to Dependent Variables

In this section, we shall examine the relationships of Average
Status to the dependent variables, which are listed in Tables 15—
20, In these tables, AS is presented in its full ten-value
range, in order to give us as full an insight as possible. In
the later control tables, AS will be reduced to a five=value
range.

An inspection of Tables 15, 17 and 18 reveals that Average
Status is significantly related to P, N, and their combination,
PN, with all chi squares having a probability of .001 or less.
This relationship is generally linear, and inverse, with each
higher AS level having a lower mean alienation than lower AS
levels. The only exception to this general finding occurs in
the ninth AS level (8), where the mean alienation is somewhat
above the inferred regression line.

Social Isolation, on the other hand, is not significantly
related to AS, although the relationship is in the predicted

direction, i.e., inverse. Again, this is an independent vali-
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1

Table 15: Average Status by Powerlessness

POWERLESSNESS
Average (Low) © 1 (High) 2 Total Row
Status ¥ (%) N (%) ¥ (%) N (%) X
(Low) O 21(14.6 41(28.5 82(56.9 144(100) 1.42

1 42(29.2 54(37.5 48(33.3 144(100) 1.04
2 37(25.5 72(49 .7 36(24.8 145(100 99
3 46(28.6 69(42.8 46(28.6 161(100) 1.00
4 41(27.7 72(48.6 35(23.7 148(100 96
5 59(35.3 72(4341 36(21.6 167(100 .86
6 65(37.4 70(40.2 39(22.4 174(100 .85
7 78(49 .4 53(33.5 27(17.1 158(100 .68
8 47(34.6 61(44.8 28(20.6 136(100 .86
(High) 9 70(51.8 53(39.3 12( 8.9 135(100 57
Total || 506(33.5) 617(40.8)  389(25.7) | 1512(100) .92
X% = 143.22, df = 18, p €.001.
Table 163 Average Status by Social Isolation
SOCIAL ISOLATION
Average (Low) © 1 (High) 2 Total Row
Status N (%) N (%) N (%) ¥ (%) X
(Low) © 15(10.3)  88(60.3)  43(29.4) 146(100) 1.19
1 31(21.5)  83(57.7)  30(20.8) 144(100) .99
2 32(21.9) 86(58.9) 28(19.2) 146(100) 97
3 35(21.5)  91(55.8) 37(22.7) 163(100) 1.01
4 41(27.5)  75(50.3)  33(22.2) 149(100) .95
5 43(25.7)  89(53.3)  35(21.0) 167(100) .95
6 44(25.1)  92(52.6)  39(22.3) 175(100) .97
7 49(31.0)  75(47.5)  34(21.5) 158(100) .91
8 39(28.5)  73(53.3)  25(18.2) 137(100) .90
(High) 9 35(25.9)  73(54.1)  27(20.0) 135(100) .94
Total || 364(23.9) 825(54.3) 331(21.8) 1520(100) .98
X° = 27.66, 4 = 18, p .17 DY .05.
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Table 17s Average Status by Normlessness

NORMLESSNESS
(Low) O 1 H
N (%) N (%) N

(Low) O 7( 4.9 40(28.2 95(66.9 142(100) 1.62
1 18(12.7 50(35.2 14(52.1 142(100) 1.39
2 23(1549 48(33.1 74(51.0 145(100) 1.35
3 35(21.5 64(39.3 64(39.2 163(100) 1.18
4 31(21.1 56(38.1 60(40.8 147(100) 1.20
5 42(25.2 15(44.9 50(29 .9 167(100) 1.05
6 63(36.0 62(35.4 50(28.6 175(100 93
7 54(34.2 68(43.0 36(22.8 158(100 .89
8 40(29.2 60(43.8 37(27.0 137(100 .98
(High) 9 43(31.9 64(47.4 28(20.7 135(100 .89

Total || 356(23.6)  587(38.8) 568(37.6) [1511(100) 1.14

X2 = 147.35, df = 18, p €.001.

dation of our scaling efforts and further indication that Social
Isolation is a somewhat separate and independent area of content,
at least with respect to alienation and stratification.

Finding a relationship between our version of the alienation
scales, and Average Status lends further weight to the conten-
tion that we are measuring the same area of content that has been
measured in other studies of alienation. That is, many studies
cited in Chapter I reported relationships between status or class,
and alienation, although the operationalizations were in many
cases somewhat different than ours. Thus, our current finding
validates these scales, and therefore makes this current study
more or less in direct line with the previously cited studies.
And, if our theory (which is to some degree based upon these
studies) holds up, then our versions of alienation should be

related to Status Inconsistency and Social Mobility.
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Table 19 documents a significant relationship between AS and
PS (the chi square has a probability of .001 or less) with the
higher AS levels having generally higher PS means. The rela-
tionship is not, however, perfectly linear. In fact, the
lowest PS mean occurs not at the lowest AS level, but at the
third level (value 2). It might also be noted that this is
the level at which Status Inconsistency reaches a peak (Table 1).
Perhaps this is an indication that SI is affecting the PS means.
In any case, there is general validation of the notion that
one's perception of his present situation is——like alienation—
affected by his Average Status.

Table 20 documents a weak but significant linear relationship
between AS and FO, with the lower AS levels tending to have
slightly less persons in the "Optimistic" category than the
higher AS levels. That is, persons at the higher AS levels
tend to have a more optimistic outlook than do others. Given
this relationship, we must now ask what the relationship of FO
is to alienation (remembering that FO and alienation are not
related). It may be that all (FO, PS, etc.) are separate

facets of an AS alienation, which is not independent of AS.

Relationship of Status Inconsistency to Dependent Variables

In this section, we shall examine the relationship of Status
Inconsistency to the dependent variables of alienation, PS and
FO. These are contained in Tables 21-26. We reiterate that
this section does not constitute a test of our hypotheses per se,

but forms a background against which to cast other tables
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Table 20t Average Status by Future Orientation

FUTURE ORIENTATION
Average Pessimistic Status Quo Optimistic Total Row
Status (o) (1) (2) -
¥ (%) N N (%) N () X

(Low) © 15 (10.7 56 (40.0 69 (49.3 140(100) 1.39

1 16 (11.8 61 (44.8 59 (43.4 136(100) 1.32

2 13 ( 9.5 59 (43.1 65 (47.4 137(100) 1.38

3 12 ( 1.6 73 (46.2 73 (46.2 158(100) 1.39

4 9 ( 6.2 73 (50.0 64 (43.8 146(100) 1.38

5 9 ( 5.6 64 (39.7 88 (54.7 161(100) 1.49

6 10 ( 5.8 65 (37.8 97 (56.4 172(100) 1.51

7 9 ( 5.8 58 (37.2 89 (57.0 156(100) 1.5%

8 6 ( 4.6 47 (35.6 79 (59.8 132(100) 1.55

(High) 9 7( 5.3 44 (33.1 82 (61.6 133(100) 1.56

Total 106 ( 7.2) 600 (40.8) 1765 (52.0) | 1471(100) 1.45

Col. X 3.7 4.30 4.81

X2 = 30.84, df = 18, 05> p) .01,

Table 21t Status Inconsistency by Powerlessness

POWERLESSNESS
Status (Low) O 1 (High) 2 Total  Row
Inconsis. N (%) N (%) ¥ (%) ¥ (%) X

e

(Low) O 53 (36.0) 51 (34.7 43 (29.3 147(100) .93
61 (38.9 66 (42.0 30 (19.1 157(100 .80
39 (29.5) 46 (34.9 47 (35.6 132(100) 1.06
56 (36.8 62 (40.8 34 (22.4 152( 100 .86
37 (25.1 70 (47.6 40 (27.2 147(100 1.02
54 (34.4 62 (39.5 41 (26.1 157(100 92
54 (39.4 52 (38.0 31 (22.6 137(100 .83
50 (29.1) 75 (43.6 47 (27.3 172( 100 .98
43 (26.4) 74 (45.4 46 (28.2 163(100) 1.02
(High) 9 59 (39.9) 59 (39.9 30 (20.2 148(100 .80

Oy AN WN =

Total 506 (33.5) 617 (40.8) 389 (25.7) | 1512(100) .92

X% = 30.3, df = 18, .05 p» .025.
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Table 223 Status Inconsistency by Social Isolation

SOCIAL ISOLATION

e 1SS | ¥ %

(Low) © 37 (25.0 79 (53.4 32 (21.6 148(100 97
1 37 (23.6 81 (51.6 39 (24.8 157(100) 1.01

2 30 (22.6 71 (53.4 32 (24.0 133(100) 1.02

3 34 (22.1 89 (57.8 31 (20.1 154( 100 .98

4 37 (25.0 74 (50.0 37 (25.0 148(100) 1.00

5 41 (25.9 75 (47.5 42 (26.6 158(100) 1.01

6 32 (23.2 76 (5541 30 (21.7 138(100 <99

7 32 (18.5) 104 (60.1 37 (21.4 173(100) 1.03

8 44 (27.0 94 (57.7) - 25 (15.3 163(100 .88

(High) 9 40 (27.0) 82 (55.4) 26 (17.6 148(100 91

Total § 364 (23.9) 825 (54.3) 331 (21.8)} 1520(100) .98

X2 = 15.96, if = 18, o75> p> 0500

Table 23s Status Inconsistency by Normlessness

NORMLESSNESS

Status (Low) O 1 (High) 2 Total  Row

Inconsis. N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) X
(Low) © 34 (23.1) 64 (43.6) 49 (33.3 147(100) 1.10
1 59 (32.7) 55 (35.3) 50 (32.0 156(100) .99
2 34 (26.2) 44 (33.8) 52 (40.0 130(100) 1.14
3 28 (18.6) 68 (45.0) 55 (36.4 151(100) 1.18
4 27 (18.2) 62 (41.9 59 (39.9 148(100) 1.22
5 49 (31.0) 56 (3545 53 (33.5 158(100) 1.03
6 36 (26.1 56 (40.6) 46 (33.3 138(100) 1.07
7 31 (17.9) 68 (39.3) 74 (42.8 173(100) 1.25
8 32 (19.8) 61 (37.6) 69 (42.6 162(100) 1.23
(High) 9 34 (23.0) 53 (35.8) 61 (41.2 148(100) 1.18
Total 356 (23.6) 587 (38.8) 568 (37.6) |1511(100) 1.14

x2 = 28.4, if = 18, o1>p «05.
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Table 2631 Status Inconsistency by Future Orientation

FUTURE ORIENTATION

Status Pessimistic Status Quo Optimistio Total Row
Inconsis. (o) (1) (2) -
N (%) ¥ (%) N (%) N (%) X
i+ = =

(Low) © 12 ( 8.6) 50 (36.0 77 (55.4 139(100) 1.47
1 13 ( 8.4 67 (43.5 T4 (48.1 154(100) 1.40

2 6 ( 4.6 48 (36.9 76 (58.5 130(100) 1.45

3 9 ( 6.0 65 (43.3 76 (50.7 150(100) 1.45

4 10 ( 6.8 55 (377 81 (55.5 146(100) 1.49

5 9 ( 5.8 63 (40.9 82 (53.3 154(100) 1.47

6 8 ( 5.9 51 (37.8 76 (56.3 135(100) 1.50

1 14 ( 8.3 66 (39.3 88 (52.4 168(100) 1.44

8 15 ( 9.7 17 (49.7 63 (40.6 155(100) 1.31

(Bigh) 9 || 10 ( 7.2 58 (41.4 72 (51.4 140(100) 1.44

Total 106 ( 7.2) 600 (40.8) 765 (42.0) | 1471(100) 1.45

X2 = 16,70, df = 18, 75> p > .50.

utilizing controls. As background, then, we shall use the full
ten-value range of Status Inconsistency in examining these
relationships.

Only one of these tables contains a statistically significant
relationship (Table 21), and none contain a patterning of rela-
tionships which would allow any theoretical interpretation.
There are few differences in the row means as one inspects the
various levels of SI. Generally, it would appear that SI has
little effect upon alienation. We would argue, however, that
this is due to the confounding effect of Average Status, and
that in the tables relating SI to alienation, while controlling

for the effect of AS, a significant relationship will obtain.

Relationship of Social Mobility to Dependent Variables

Tables 27=32 detail the relationship of Social Mobility to
alienation, and to Present Standing and Future Orientation. An
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Table 27t Social Mobility by Powerlessness

POWERLESSNESS
Social J| (Low) O 1 (High) 2 Total Row

Mobility N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) X
Down 52 (43.0) 48 (39.7) 21 (17.3) 121 (100) .74
Stable 294 (30.9) 392 (41.2) 266 (27.9) 952 (100) .97
Up 127 (38.6) 132 (40.1) 70 (21.3) 329 (100) .83

Total || 473 (33.7) 573 (40.8) 357 (25.5)

1402 (100) .92

X2 = 6,08, df = 4, +25) p) .10,

Table 283 Social Mobility by Social Isolation

SOCIAL ISOLATION

Social (Low) O 1 (High) 2 Total Row
Vobility N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) X
Down 28 (23.0) 73 (59.8) 21 (17.2) 122 (100) .94
Stable 226 (23.6) 523 (54.6) 209 (21.8) 958 (100) .98
Up 91 (27.7) 160 (48.6) 78 (23.7) 329 (100) .96

Total || 345 (24.5) 756 (53.7) 308 (21.8)

1409 (100) .97

X2 = 6,08, df = 4, 425> P >.10.

Table 298 Social Mobility by Normlessness

NORMLESSNESS
Social (Low) O 1 (High) 2 Total  Row
Mobility N (%) N (%) N (%) ¥ (%) X
Down 29 (24.0) 54 (44.6) 38 (31.4) 121 (100) 1.07
Stable 205 (21.5) 366 (38.4) 382 (40.1) 953 (100) 1.19
Up 101 (30.7) 127 (38.6) 101 (30.7) 329 (100) 1.00

Total 335 (23.9) 547 (39.0) 521 (37.1)

1403 (100) 1.13

X2 = 16.7, df = 4, 005> p ) .001,
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Table 32t Social Mobility by Future Orientation

FUTIRE ORIENTATION
Social (Low) © 1 (High) 2 Total Row
Xobility N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) X
Down 9 (7.4 62 (51.3 50 541.3) 121 1003 1.34
Stable 71 (7.7) 369 (39.9) 485 52.43 925 (100) 1.45
Up 19 (6.0) 127 (39.9) 172 (54.1 318 (100) 1.48
Total 99 (7.3) 558 (40.9) 707 (51.8) 1364 (100) 1.45

X2 = 7.37, af = 4, 405> D) .10,
inspection of these tables reveals that Si is significantly
related to P (Table 27), N (Table 29) and to their combination
PN (Table 30), but not to SOI (Table 28). Those statistics
which are significant have probabilities of .005 or less.

In these three significant tables, it would appear that the
"Stable" group is in all cases the most alienated, in that this
group has the highest row means——or mean alienation. And, in
all cases, there is less difference between the "Up" and "Down"
groups than between the "Stables" and any other group. This
finding partially supports those of Meier and Bell in that the
"Up" SM group is less alienated than the "Stable" group. Our
finding that the "Stable" group is the most alienated, however,
contradicts Meier and Bell's findings.2

Another interpretation of this set of tables, though, is that
Average Status is confounding the relationship of Social Mobility
to alienation. That is, from Table 2 we note that the "Stable"
group had the lowest AS, and the "Up" SM group has the highest
status., These notions, coupled with the previous finding of a

relationship between AS and alienation, may account for the
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relationship of Social lobility to alienation. If this is the
case, then we should expect that this relationship will dis-
appear when a control for AS is introduced into the relationship
of SM and alienation.

We would also comment on the lack of a relationship between
Social Isolation and Social Mobility., If this relationship is,
in fact, confounded by AS, then we may be seeing again the lack
of a relationship between AS and SOI,

Tables 31 and 32 illustrate the relationship between SY, and
PS and FO (or better, the lack of a relationship because neither
of these tables develops a significant chi square. With respect
to Table 31, however, we might notice that the PS means for each
category of SM do, in fact, correspond to the order which would
have been predicted by referring to the AS mean for each SL
group. That is, the "Stable" group has the lowest AS mean and
the lowest PS meany and the "Up" SM group has the highest AS
mean and the highest PS mean. With respect to Table 32, however,
this is not the case—the FO means do not follow the order that
would have been predicted by referring to AS means.

In summary, it would appear that SM is related to alienation,
but that this relationship may be accounted for by reference to
the AS contamination of qach level or category of SM. If this
is in fact true, then these relationships would disappear when
controlled for ASj if there is any true relationship of Sl to
alienation, then it should remain when the AS control is intro-

duced.
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Second Order Controlled Relationships

Average Status Relationships

In this section, we shall examine the relationship of Average
Status to alienation, etc., while controlling for Social Mobility
and Status Inconsistency. In these controls, as well as the
remaining controls inthis chapter, the values of AS and SI are
collapsed from the ten-value range presented in previous tables,
to five- and three-value ranges, respectively. Again, this is
done in order to keep the number of cells in the over-all
tables within an interpretable range, and also to assure suf-
ficient N in each cell to allow legitimate interpretation.
Tables 33-38 describe the relationship of AS to the dependent
variables while controlling for SM, and Tables 39-44 describe
the relationship of AS to the dependent wvariables while
controlling for SI.

Tables 33, 35 and 36 indicate that the original relationship
of AS to P, N and PN is not disrupted by the control for Sk,

In each case, there is a generally inverse linear regression

of alienation means (row means) on AS, for each level of SI.
The only consistent exception to this pattern occurs in the
"Up" control category, where at the second level of AS, the row
mean is higher than one would expect——there is an increase in
the mean rather than a decrease consistent with the general
linear regreséion. We would take these patterns as confirming
a relationship between AS and alienation.

Table 34 documents the lack of a relationship between AS and
Social Isolation. This corresponds to the original finding in
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Table 331 Average Status by Powerlessness at Bach Level
of Social Mobility

Social POWERLESSNESS

Mobility| Average (Lowzo 1 (High) 2 Total Row

Control ¥ (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) X
4(30.8 6 46.1; 3(23.1 100 .92
1 12(40.0) 11(36.7 7(23.3 100 .83
Down 2 14(42.4) 14(42.4) 5(15.2 100 .13
3 17(50.0) 12 35.3; 5214.7 1003 .65
4 5(45.5 5(45.5 1( 9.1 100 .64
(Lo) © 51221.8 16 32.53 107(45.7 100 1.24
1 60(27.4) 103(47.0) 56(25.6 100 .98
Stable 2 61(32.6) 81(43.3) 45(24.1 100 .91
3 67(38.1) 69(39.2) 40(22.7 100 .85
(B1) 4 |} 55(40.4) 63(46.3) 18(13.3 100 .13
(o) © 3(27.3 5(45.4 3(27.3 100) 1.00
1 6(20.0) 14(46.7) 10(33.3 100 1.13
Up 2 19(27.5) 33(47.8) 17(24.7 100 97
3 48(45.3) 38(35.8) 20(18.9 100 7
(A1) 4 51(45.1) 42(37.2) 20(17.7 100 .13

Table 34t Average Status by Social Isolation at Each Level
of Social Mobility
Sooial o) & SOCIAL ISOLATI?N )
Mobility| Average w 1 High) 2 Total Row
Control N (%) N N (%) ¥ (%) X

(Lo) O 3(23.1 53.8 3(23.1 100) 1.00
1 4(12.9 677 6(19 .4 100) 1.06
Down 2 10(30.3 57.6 4(12.1 100 .82
3 8(25.5 61.8 5(14.7 100 91
(HL) 4 3(27.3 45.4) 3(27.3 100) 1.00
(o) O 36(15.2) 137(58.3) 62(26.4) 100) 1.11
1 51(23.1 122 55.2) 48(21.7 100 <99
Stable 2 57(30.3 48.4) 40(21.3 100 <91
3 49(27.7 52.,0) 36(20.3 100 .93
(Ei) 4 33(24.1 59.1 23(16.8 100 93
(o) © 3(27.3 6 54.5 2(18.2 100 91
1 10(33.3 6(53.3 4(13.4 100 .80
Up 2 12(17.4 6(52.2) 21(30.4 100) 1.13
3 29(2 .43 545.3; 29(27.3 1oo; 1.00
(1) 4 || 37(32.7 47.8) 22(19.5 100) .87
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at BEach Level of Social Mobility¥

Social Mobility Average Mean
Control Status Present Standing

(o) © 517

1 6.61

Down 2 6.63

3 T.24

(Hi) 4 7.64

(o) © 6.52

1 6.57

Stable 2 6.67

3 T.19

4 7.13

(Lo) © 6.73

1 6.40

Up 2 T.10

3 7.17

(H1) 4 T+40

*
Because of the extreme length of the full table, only the
means are presented here.

Table 381 Average Status by Futurne Orientation at Each Level

of Social Mobility

FUTURE ORIENTATION

Soocial
Mobility| Average || Pessimistic Status Optimistic Total Row
Control | Status (9) Quo$1; (2) _
N (%) N~ (% N (#®] v(% X
(Lo) 0 1( 7.7 8(61.5)  4(30.8) | 13(100)1.23
1 5(16.1 12(38.7 14(45.2 31(100)1.29
Down 2 2( 6.2 19(59 .4 11(34.4 32(100)1.28
3 1( 2.9 19(55.9 14(41.2 34(100)1.38
(Hi) 4 o( 0.0 4(36.4 7(63.6 11(100)1.64
(o) © 24(10.7) 90(40.2) 110(49.1) | 224(100)1.38
1 19( 8.9 96(45.1 98(46.0) | 213(100)1.37
Stable 2 9 409 79 4209 96 5202 184 100 1047
3 12( 7.0 59(34.3) 101(58.7) | 172(100)1.52
(m1) 2 )| 70 5.3)  45(34.1)  80(60.6) | 132(100)1.55
(o) 0 o( 0.0 7(70.0 3(30.0 10(100)1.30
1 1( 3.9 14(53.8 11(42.3 26(100)1.38
3 6( 5.7) 41(38.7 59(55.6) | 106(100)1.50
(1) 4 6( 5.4) 36(32.4) 69(62.2) | 111(100)1.57
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Table 393 Average Status by Powerlessness at Bach Level
of Status Inconsistenocy

g POWERLESSNESS
tatus

Inconsis. | Average || (Low) 0 1 (High) 2 Total Row
Control | Status || ¥ (%) N N (4) X

0 22(16.8 0(30.5) 69(52.7 131(100) 1.36

1 10(31.2 5(46.9 7(21.9 32(100) .99

(Low) 2 16(42.1 4(36.8 8(21.1 38(100) .79

0 3 37(41.1 6(40.0) 17(18.9 90(100) .78

4 68(46.9 8(40.0) 19(13.1 145(100) .66

0 23(30.7) 19(25.3) 33 44.03 75(100) 1.13

1 32(25.8 6(45.2) 36(29.0 124(100) 1.03

1 2 48(29.8 0(49.7) 33(20.5 161(100) .91

3 61(43.3 9(34.7) 31(22.0 141(100) .79

4 ij37 40.2 2(45.7) 13(14.1 92(100) .74

0 18(21.9 36 43.9) 28(34.2 82(100) 1.12

1 41(27.3) 70(46.7) 39(26.0 150(100) .99

(High) 2 36(31.0) 50(43.1) 30(25.9 116(100) .95

2 3 45(44.6) 38(37.6) 18(17.8 101(100) .73

4 12(35.3) 14(41.2 8(23.5 34(100) .88

Table 403 Average Status by Soocial Isolation at Each lLevel
of Status Inconsistenoy

Status
Inconsis.
Control

(Low)
0

(High)
2

Average
Status

PUWN=2O0O LW N2O DUWN-

(Low) ©
N (%)
19(14.4
7(21.9
26.3
1 34o4§
7

:

i 3
(2.
2 .

&

3
3
1
2
4
3
2
1
3
3
2
1

3
1
2
8
4
4
3
2
4
3

1
N (%)

2(53.4

= >
oW
MWMM/\WM
H U
\0-40\
° °
l\)O\
L N D e e o & O W W W

SOCIAL ISOLATION

(High) 2

N (%)

40(30.3
10(31.2

6(15.8
16(17.8

Total

N (%)

132(100
32(100
38(100
90(100

146(100

100
126§1oo§
162(100
14251003

100

2(100
151
116
101

100
100
100
4(100

Row

1.16
1.09
89
.83
.96

1.00
99
99
91

99
97
.91
«96
«76
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at all Levels of Status Inconsistency

Table 43t Average Status by Present Standing

Status Inconsis,
Control

Average
Status

Yean

PRESENT STANDING

(Low) ©

(High) 2

PWN=20 PWN=20 PLWNH-LO

6.44
6.03
6.71
7.18
T.21

6.37
6.54
6.80
T.16
6.85

6.73
6.54
6.90
6.72
T.44

Table 443 Average Status by Future Orientation at Each Level
of Status Inconsistency

FUTURE ORIENTATION
Status |Average ||Pessimistic Status Optimistic Total Row
Inconsis.|Status (0) Quo§1g (2) _
Control N (%) N (% N (%) | ¥ (%) X
0 16(12.7) 51§4o .5 59(46.8) |126 1oog 1.34
1 2( 6.7 13(43.3 15(50.0 39(100) 1.43
(Low) 2 1 2.6§ 19(50.0 18(47.4 38(100) 1.45
0 3 5( 5.7 27530 o7 56(63.6 88 1oog 1.58
4 7( 5.0) 55(39.0 79(56.0) |141(100) 1.51
0 6( 8.3) 32(44.5) 34(47.2) | 72(100) 1.39
1 9 7.3; 53%43 1; 61549.63 1235100% 1.42
1 2 9( 5.7 66(41.5 84(52.8) |159(100) 1.47
3 85 5.7; 50 42. 9; 72§51.4§ 14021003 1.46
4 4( 4.4 23 25.3 64(70.3 91(100) 1.66
0 9(11.5)  34(43.6) 35(44.9) | 78(100) 1.33
1 14( 9.9 66 46 5 62(43.6) {142(100) 1.34
(High) 2 8( 7.3 52(47.3 50 45.4§ 110 1oo§ 1.38
2 3 6( 6.0 36 36.0 58(58.0) }100(100) 1.52
4 2( 6.1) 13(39.4) 18(54.5) | 33(100) 1.48
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Table 16, and again indicates the possible separability of SOI

as a component ofvalienation, with respect to AS.

Table 37 depicts the relationship of AS and Present Standing.
In this table, we have presented only the mean PS for each AS
level, at each level of SM, rather than the full eleven-value
PS range. This was done because the original table with all
eleveﬁ values contained 154 cells, and with some cells contain-
ing few or no N, making the full table of doubtful value. In
any case, inspection of the means allows one to make sufficient
interpretations. Inspection of these means reveals patterns
which are similar to those presented in Table 19, Generally,
there is an increase in PS means with each increase in AS
level, at each level of SM, The only exception occurs at the
second AS level in the "Up" SM category, where the PS mean
drops below that which one would have expected based upon the
general linear increase. Generally, the relationships are
much more "linear" than in the original table.

Table 38 characterizes the relationship between AS and
Future Orientation. Again, there is a generally linear rela-
tionship, with each AS level having a higher FO mean, and a
higher percentage of persons in the "Optimistic" category than
any lower AS level. This relationship is present at each level
of the SM control. We would take this as evidence that AS is
related to FO, irrespective of any effect that SM might have
upon FO,

Tables 39, 41 and 42 indicate that AS is related to P, N and

PN, at each level of control for Status Inconsistency. Again,



161

each level of AS has a lower alienation mean than the next higher
AS level, and the inverse linear relationship remains. Table 40
indicates that there is a general inverse linear regression for
SOI, but the magnitude of the differences between the various SOI
means are very small, which would lead us to state that again,
there is no relationship between AS and SOI.

Table 43 indicates that AS is related to PS, at each level of
control for SI. Again, the relationship is linear and direct.
The only exceptions are at the high and low consistency levels,
where the relationship is slightly curvilinear, with the lowest
AS level having a higher PS mean than the next highest AS level.
Given the general linearity of the rest of the PS means, however,
we would interpret this as a linear relationship.

Table 44 indicates a direct relationship between AS and FO,
at each level of SI. Generally, there are higher percentages
of persons in the "Optimistic" category at the higher AS levels,
than at the lower AS levels, at each level of SI. We would
interpret this to mean that AS is related to FO, irrespective
of any influence that SI might exert.

In summary, it would appear that Average Status is consistently
related to alienation, as indexed by the alienation sub-scales-—
as well as by Present Standing and Future Orientation=—and that
the effect of SI and SM on AS is little or none. We would also
note that SOI seems to be somewhat independent index of aliena-
tion, at least as far as AS is concerned. It may be that SOI

indexes a form of alienation that is characteristic of some other

more or less "specialized" population, but it is definitely not
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characteristic of high or low Average Status.

We might note that the control for Sli—at least at tne "Up"
category—tends to produce a deflection in the linear regression
of alienation means at the second, or lower-middle, status level.
This is also the level at which Status Inconsistency "peaks" in
its relationship to Average Status, so that perhaps the Social
Mobility control allows SI to exert its effect in selected places
upon the AS scale. This may be borne out in examining later
tables depicting the relationship of SI to alienation, while

controlling for AS and SM simultaneously.

Status Inconsistency Relationships

Tables 45-50 characterize the relationship of SI to alienation,
at each level of Sil. An inspection of these tables reveals,
briefly, that there is no consistent pattern, and therefore,
absolutely no relationship between SI and alienation. The only
possible exception is the Table 48, where a linear, direct rela-
tionship between SI and PN appears. Examination of Tables 45 and
47 (for P and N, separately), however, reveals that neither of
these component tables indicate a linear relationship; further,
they appear to create an impression of linearity due to mutual
canceling out of differences. That is, when Tables 45 and 47—
which make up Table 48——are taken separately, they indicate no
consistent relationshipy when they are fused as they are in
Table 48, it would appear that they spuriously create an impres-
sion of linearity. We would argue that all three tables must

have a consistent linear pattern to constitute "proof" of a
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Table 45t Status Inconsistency by Powerlessness at Each Level
of Social Mobility

POWERLESSNESS
Social

Mobility | Status {(Low) O 1 (High) 2 Total Row
Control | Inconsis.] N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) X

—— = —— == e ———— ]

(o) O 15544.15 17%50.0% 2% 5.9% 34{100% .62

Down 1 27(51.9) 16(30.8 9(17.3 52(100 65

(Hi) 2 10(28.5) 15(42.9) 10(28.6 35(100) 1.00

(1o) O 95(33.7) 100(35.5) 87(30.8) | 282(100) .97

Stable 1 106 29.03 163(44.7) 96(26.3) | 365 1003 97

(Hi) 2 93(30.5) 129(42.3) 83(27.2) | 305(100 97

(o) 0 33(41.8) 32(40.5) 14(17.7 79(100) .76

Up 1 49(39.2) 45(36.0) 31(24.8) | 125 100; .86

(Hi) 2 45(36.0) 55(44.0) 25(20.0) | 125(100 .84

Table 463 Status Inconsistency by Social Isolation at Each Level
of Social Mobility

Sooial SOCIAL ISOLATION
Mobility| Status J(Low) O 1 (High) 2 Total Row
Control | Inconsis.] N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) X
(o) © 9(26.5) 20(58.8) 5(14.7 34(100 .88
Down 1 12(22.6) 29(54.7) 12(22.7 53(100) 1.00
(1) 2 7(20.0) 24(68.6) 4(11.4 35(100 91
(o) 0 68(23.9) 144(50.7) 72(25.4 284(100) 1.01
Stable 1 89(24.2) 195(53.0) 84(22.8 368(100 <99
(H1) 2 69(22.6) 184(60.1) 53(17.3 306(100 «95
(o) © 22(27.8) 39(49.4) 18(22.8 79(100 95
Up 1 32(25.6) 60(48.0) 33(26.4 125(100) 1.01
(Hi) 2 37(29.6) 61(48.8) 27(21.6 125(100 92
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Table 493 Status Inconsistency by Present Standing
at Each Level of Social Mobility

Social Mobility Status lean
Control Inconsise. PRESENT STANDING

(o) © 7.09

Down 1 6.51

(Hi) 2 6.94

(Lo) O 6.76

Stable 1 6.72

(71) 2 6.84

(Lo) O 7.16

Up 1 T.14

(A1) 2 6.82

Table 50: Status Inconsistency by Future Orientation
at Each Level of Social Mobility

FUTURE ORIENTATION
Social Status Pessimistic Status Optimistic Total Row
lobility | Inconsis. (0) Quo g (2) -
Control N (#) n (%) § (%) N (%) X
(Lo) © 1( 2.9)  19(55.9) 14(41.2) | 34(100) 1.38
Down 1 f| 2( 3.8) 27(50.9) 24(45.3) | 53(100) 1.42
(21i) 2 6(17.6) 16(47.1) 12(35.3) | 34(100) 1.18
(Lo) 0 J123( 8.4) 106(39.0) 143(52.6) | 272(100) 1.44
Stable 1 H26( 7.3) 139(38.8) 193(53.9) | 358(100) 1.47
(21) 2 f22( 7.5) 124(42.0) 149(50.5) | 295(100) 1.43
(Lo) O 3( 3.9)  26(38.3) 49(62.8) | 78(100) 1.59
Up 9 7( 5.7) 50(41.0) 65(53.3) | 122(100) 1.48
(g1) 2 | 9( 7.6) 51(43.2) 58(49.2) | 118(100) 1.42
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relationship. And they do not,.

Tables 51-56 detail the relationship of SI to alienation,
when controlling for AS, According to our original hypotheses,
AS confounds the expected relationship of SI to alienation.
Therefore, in this set of tables, there should be a relationship
between SI and alienation. ZPBut, as with the previous tables,
there are no indications whatsoever of a relationship. An
inspection of the row means for each level of SI, at each control
level of AS, reveals no consistent patterning which can be taken
as evidence for the existence of a relationship. We are forced
to conclude, then, that there is no relationship between SI and
alienation.

In summary, and at least for the first order controls, we
must reject our original hypotheses of significant differences
between various levels of Status Inconsistency with respect to
alienation. There appear to be few, if any differences. Control-
ling for the effect of AS upon SI does not produce the expected
relationship, and, therefore, we conclude that SI has no effect

on alienation.

Social Mobility Relationships

Tables 57-62 detail the relationship of S to alienation,
while controlling for the effect of SI; and Tables 63-68 detail
the relationship of SM to alienation while controlling for the
effect of AS, An inspection of Tables 57, 59 and 60 reveals

that—in 8 of 9 cases——it is the "Stable" group which has the

highest level of alienation. This finding, of course, may be
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Table 523 Status Inconsistency by Soocial Isolation at Each Level of Average Status
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Table 55t Status Inconsistency by Present Standing
at Zach Level of Average Status

Average Status Status Nean
Control Inconsis. PRESENT STANDING

(o) © 6.44

(21) 2 6.73

(Lo) © 6.03

1 1 6.54

(4i) 2 6.54

(o) © 6.71

2 1 6.80

(Hi) 2 6.90

(Lo) O 7.18

3 1 T.16

(H1) 2 7.22

(Lo) © 7.21

(High) 4 1 6.85

(Hi) 2 T.44

Table 568 Status Inconsistency by Future Orientation
at Each Level of Average Status

FUTURE ORIENTATION
Average
Status Status Pessimistic Status Optimistic Total Row
Control | Incon. (0) Quog1) (2) N (%) X
N (%) N~ (% N (%)
(Lo)oO 16(12.73 51(40.5) 59(46.8) 1265100) 1.34
(Low)o 1 6( 8.3) 32( 4.5) 34(47.2) | 72(100) 1.39
(H1)2 9(11.5) 34(43.6) 35(44.9) | 73(100) 1.33
(Lo)o 2( 647) 13543.3) 15(50.0) | 30(100) 1.43
1 1 9§ 7.3)  53(43.1) 61(49.6) | 123(100) 1.42
(Hi)2 14( 9.9) 66(46.5) 62(43.6) | 142(100) 1.34
(Lo)O 1( 2.6) 19(50.0) 18(47.4; 38(100) 1.45
2 1 9( 5.7) 66(41.5) 84(52.8) | 159(100) 1.47
(Hi)2 8( 7.3) 52(47.3) 50(45.4) | 110(100) 1.38
(Lo)O 5( 5.7)  27(30.7) 55(63.6) | 88(100) 1.58
3 1 8§ 5.7)  60(42.9) 72(51.4) | 140(100) 1.46
(31)2 6( 6.0) 36(36.0) 58(58.0) | 100(100) 1.52
(Lo)o 7( 5.0)  55(39.0) 79(56.0) | 141(100) 1.51
(High)4 1 4( 4.4) 23(25.3) 64(70.3)| 91(100) 1.66
(ui)2 2( 6.1)  13(39.4) 18(54.5)| 33(100) 1.48
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Table 573 Social liobility by Powerlessness at Each Level

of Status Inconsistency

POWERLESSNESS

Status
Inconsis.| Social [(Low) O 1 (4igh) 2 Total Row
Control | Hobility] ¥ (%) N (%) ¥ (%) ¥ (A X
Down 15544.1; 17£50 og 5.9) | 34(100) .62
(Low)0 Stable § 95(33.7) 100(35.5 30.8) | 87 100; 97
Up 33(41.8) 32(40.5) 14 17.7) | 719(100 .76
Down 27§51.9) 16 3o.sg 9(17.3) | 52(100) .65
1 Stable J106 29.03 163(14.7) 96(26.3) |365(100) 97
Up 49(39.2) 45(36.0) 31(24.8) [125(100) .86
Down 10(28.6) 15(42.8) 10(28.6 355100) 1,00
(High)2 Stable 93530.5) 129 42.3; 8;527.2 305(100) .97
Up 45(36.0) 55(44.0) 25(70.0) |125(100) .84

Table 58t Social Mobility by Sccial Isolation at Each Level

of Status Inconsistency

SOCIAL ISOLATION
Status
Inconsis.| Social f (Low) 0 1 (High) 2 Total Row
Control |Mobilityl] N (%) N (%) N (%) ¥ (%) X
Down 9(26.5) 20(58.8) 5(14.7) | 34(100) .88
(Low)o | Stable § 68(23.9) 144(50.7) 72(25.4) |284(100) 1.01
Up 22(27.8) 39(49.4) 18(22.8) | 79(100) .95
Down 12(22.6) 29(54.8) 12(22.6) 53(100) 1.00
1 Stable f 89(24.2) 195(53.0) 84(22.8) | 368(100) .99
Up 32(25.6) 60(48.0) 33(26.4) 125(_100) 1.01
Down 7(20.0) 24(68.6) 4(11.4) | 35(100) .91
(High)2 Stable | 69(22.6) 184(60.1) 53(17.3) | 306(100) .95
Up 37(29.6) 61(42.8) 27(21.6) | 125(100) .92
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Table 613 Social Lobility by Present Standing
at Each Level of Status Inconsistency

Status e .ean
Inconsistency Social

Control Mobility PRESENT STANDING

Down 7.09

(Low) © Stable : 6476

Down 6.51

1 Stable 6.72

Up Te14

Down 6.94

(High) 2 Stable 6,84

Table 62t Social Mobility by Future Orientation at Each
Level of Status Inconsistency

FUTURE ORIENTATION
Status Pessimistic Status Optimistic Total Row
Incon. | Social (0) Quo§1) (2) -
Control| Mobility N (#) N (% N. (%) N (%) X

Down 1( 2.9) 19(55.9)  14(41.2) 34(100) 1.38

(ng) Stable 23( 8.4) 106(39.0) 143(52.6) | 272(100) 1.44

Up 3( 3.9) 26(33.3)  49(62.8) 78(100) 1.59 .

Down 2( 3.8) 27(50.9)  24(45.3) | 53(100) 1.42

'l Stable H26( 7.3) 139(38.8) 193(53.9) | 358(100) 1.47

Up 7( 5.7)  50(41.0) 65(53.3) | 122(100) 1.48

Down 6(17.6) 16(47.1)  12(35.3) 34(100) 1.18

(digh) | stable 22( 7.5) 124(42.0) 149(50.5) | 295(100) 1.43

2 Up 9( 7.6)  51(43.2) 58(49.2) | 118(100) 1.42
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Table 67t Social Lobility by Present Standing
at Each Level of Average Status

Average Status Social Mean
Control Mobility PRESENT STANDING

Down
(Low) © Stable
Up

Down
1 Stable
Up

[ ] L] ]

Down
2 Stable
Up

Down
3 Stable
Up

Down
(High) 4 Stable
Up

[ ]
O=20\ =2a ) =00 HUO U
AWPL QUL OIW O= WM

NN N NSO OO0y OO
.

Table 681 Social obility by Future Orientation at Each
Level of Average Status

FUTURE ORIENTATION
Average Social Pessimistic Status Cptimistic Total Row
Status | Mobility (0) Quo§1) (2) _
Control N (%) N (%) XN (%) N (%) X

(Low) Down 1( 7.7 8(61.5 3o 8 13 1003 1.23

0 Stable 24(10.7 9o 40,2 110 49 .1 224(100) 1.38

Up o( 0.0 7(70.0 3(30.0 10(100) 1.30

Down 5(16 .1 2(38.7) 14(45.2 31(100; 1.29

9 Stable 19( 8.9 6(45. 1; 98(46.0 2135100 1.37

Up 1( 3.9 4(53.8) 11(42.3 26(100) 1.38

Down 2( 6.2 9(59.4) 11(34.4 32(100) 1.28

2 Stable 9( 4.9 79 42.9) 96(52.2 184(100) 1.47

Up 6( 9.2 29 44.6) 30(46.2 65(100) 1.37

Down 1( 2.9) 9(55.9) 14§41 23 34(100; 1.38

3 Stable 12 7.0; 9(34. 3 101(58.7 172§1oo 1.52

Up 6( 5.7 1(38. 7 59(55.6) | 106(100) 1.50

Down o( 0.0 4 36.4) 7 63, 6; 11§1oo 1.64

(High) Stable T7( 503 5(34. 1 80 60.6 132(100) 1.55

4 Up 6( 5.4 32.4 69(62.2) | 111(100) 1.57
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due to the effect of AS. Tables 58, 61 and 62 reveal no consis-

tent patterns. Our conclusion, then, is that Sil may be related
to alienation, but that this pattern may also be accounted for
by AS.

An inspection of Tables 63-68 reveals that no consistent
relationship exists between SM and alienation when AS is control-
led. When taken in context of the previous set of tables, it
becomes obvious that AS accounts for the previous relationship of
Sif to alienation, i.e., because "Stable" persons are also the
ones with the lowest AS, This pattern is retained, however, at
the lowest level of status. (At the lowest level of status,
those persons who are "Stable" are the most alienated, when,
given the control for AS, we would not expect this.) It may be
that those persons in this lowest AS stratum who are downwardly
mobile remember what it was like (when they were kids), and those
who are upwardly mobile think that they will get out, and, there—
fore, do not become alienated. This is not, however, borne out
in Table 68, where the low AS "Stable" persons have the highest
-percentage of people in the "Optimistic" category, whereas—
if our speculations are correct——we should expect that the "Up"
Sii group would have the highest percentage. It may be, then,
that this "exception" is only a chance exception.

In summary, we must note that of all three independent vari-
ables, it is clear that AS is the only one that is consistently
related to alienation, and that if the other two variables (Su

and SI) are related to alienation, it is due to the confounding
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effect of AS. DBefore we can state definite conclusions, how-
ever, we should examine the third order tables to see if the

above relationships——and the lack of relationships—obtain.

Third Order Control Relationships

Introduction

In this section, we shall examine the relationship of each of
our three independent variables to our dependent variables, while
controlling for the other two, e.g., we shall examine the AS
relationships while controlling for S and SI simultaneously,
etc, Because each of these tables will produce 45 rows and,
consequently, a huge number of cells (495 cells in the case of
PS), we shall present only the row means, or the means of the
dependent variable for each level (row) of the independent
variable and its controls.

In creating these tables, we might note that it is only
necessary to create one "set" of tables for each independent
variable. For example, using AS as the primary control and SX
as the secondary control, is (with respect to the order of SI)
equivalent to using SM as the primary control and AS as the
secondary control. That is, shifting primary and secondary
controls does not alter the arrangement of rows in the SI-
dependent variable sub-table (see Figure 1). For these reasons,
then, only one set of tables will be presented, for each
independent variable.

In terms of analysis, we shall inspect each sub=-table, i.e.,

the table listing the relationship between the independent
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Pigure 1t Two Tables Illustrating Similarity of
Various Control Variable Arrangements

Dependent Variable Dependent Variable
AS Sul SI 0 1 2 Si{ AS SI 0 1 2
o 1 2 3\l o 1 2 3
D 1 4 5 6 Oy | 1 4 5 6
2 1 8 g9/ T\ 7 8 9
0 10 11 12 (o 28 29 30)
0 S 1 13 14 15 1 1 31 32 33
2 16 17 18 AT\2 34 35 3%
0 19 20 21 0
U 1 22 23 24 D 2 1
2 25 26 27 2
0 28 29 30 0
D 1 31 32 33 k) 1
2 34 35 36 2
0 37 38 39 0
1 S 1 40 41 42 4 1
2 43 44 45 2
0 46 47 48 etc,
U 1 49 50 51
2 52 53 54
etc.

variable and the dependent variable at each level of the two con-
trol variables taken together. Then, we shall attempt to make
some statement referring to the presence or absence of a consis-
tent pattern throughout all or a majority of the sub-tables., That
is, if a table contains nine sub-tables (as does the AS—dependent
variable, controlled for SI and Si), then a consistent pattern
should ideally be present in all nine of the tables; we shall
modify this, however, and expect only a "large majority" of con-
sistent patterns throughout the sub-tables. Obviously, the

analysis will also be subject to other types of judgments, e.g.,
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linearity, size of differences, etc. We shall endeavor to present

these as explicitly as possible.

Average Status

Tables 69-T74 list the relationship of Average Status to the
dependent variables at each level of Status Inconsistency and
Social Mobility. This control set produces nine sub-tables,
each sub-—table listing the relationship of AS to a dependent
variable. An inspection of these sub-tables reveals that in the
majority of cases (from five of nine to seven of nine sub-
tables), there is a very general linear relationship between
AS and alienation, both in terms of the sub—scales and in
terms of PS and FO., This does not, however, hold true for
Social Isolation, where in only one of the nine sub-tables does
a linear relationship hold true. Otherwise, no consistent rela-
tionship patterns exist between AS and SOI.

The creation of a table with 45 rows, however, also raises
the possibility that some of the rows will have a relatively

small N.3

This is, in fact, true, and two rows have zero
frequenciess "Low" SI—="Up" Sl~=="1" AS and "High" SI—"Dlown" S.—
"High" AS., Others have frequencies as small as one, two, three
or four (Table 69). A very small N produces a relatively high
amount of variance, and an unstable estimate of the true popu-
lation mean. When row means based upon an N of five or less
were dropped, and then the linearity of tha remaining means was

inspected, it became apparent that a vast majority of sub-

tables exhibited a general linearity——in most cases around
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for Status Inconsistency and Social Mobility

Status Social Average POTERLESSIESS

Inconsis. Mobility Status i.eans
(Low)0O 4 1.00

1 2 50

Down 2 4 75

3 1% .56

(High)4 8 .50

(Low)O 106 1.34

1 26 .85

(Low) Stable 2 25 .72
0 3 50 .82
(High)4 75 .68

(Low)O 1 2.00

1 0 .00

Up 2 4 075

3 17 1.06

(Eigh)4 57 .65

(Low)O 4 .75

1 15 .87

Down 2 17 47

3 13 <54

(High)4 3 1.00

(Low)O 63 1.16

1 83 1.01

i Stable 2 103 .98
3 13 .88

(High)4 43 .77

(Low)O 3 .67

1 10 1.40

Up 2 25 1.00

3 47 17

(High)4 40 .75

(Low)O 5 1.00

1 13 .85

Down 2 12 1.08

3 5 1.20

(High)4 0 .00

(Low)O 65 1.15

1 110 .99

(High) Stable 2 59 .88
2 3 53 .83
(High)4 18 .83

(Low)O 7 1.00

1 20 1.00

Up 2 40 .98

3 42 57

(High)4 16 94
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Table 70t Averase Status by Social Isolation ileans with
Controls for Status Inconsistency and Social Mobility

Status
Inconsis.

Social
tHobility

Average

Status

SOCIAL ISOLATICN
lieans

(Low) 0

Down

.75
1.00
1.00

.75
1.13

Stable

1.19
1.08
.88
.78
95

1.00

.00
1.00
1.06

«91

1.50
1.19
o T1
1.08
67

Stable

1.10
94
«98
.96
.98

Up

1‘00
1.00
1.20
1.06

.83

(High) 2

Down

.80
92
«92
1.00
OOO

Stable

1.00
1.00
.80
1.02
o712

.86
070
1.10
.90
.81
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Table 71% Average Status by Normlessness Means with Controls
for Status Inconsistency and Social Mobility

Status Social Average NORMLESSNESS
Inconsis., lobility Status +# Yeans

(LOW) 0 1075

1 «50

<15
1.00
1.00

1.49
«13
.88

.78
.86

2.00
.00
75
65

1.07

2

3

4

0

1

2

3

4

0

1

2

3

4

0 1.67
1 1.31
2 .94
3 1.00
4

0

1

2

3

4

0

1

2

3

4

0

1

2

3

4

(High)
(Low)

(Low) O Stable

Cp

Down

1.00

1.49
1.25
1.17
«93
93
1.33
1.60
1.08
96
.80

1.00
1.08
1.08
1.00

.00

(Low) O 1.58
1 1.37
(High) 2 Stable 2 1.22
3 1.11
(High) 4 .94
0 .86
1 1.40
Up 2 1.18
3
4

T4
(High) 1.00

1 Stable

Down
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Table 723 Average Status by Powerlessness—~Normlessness Means
with Controls for Status Inconsistency and Social Mobility

Status Social Average Powerlessness-
Inconsis. Mobility Status Normlessness keans

(Low) © 2.50
1 1.00
2.00

1.75
2.00

2.86
1.81
1.84
1.66

1.79

(Low) © Stable

4.00

.00
1.50
2.00
1.91

CUp

3.00
2.33
1.71
1.69
2.33

2.65
2.30
1 Stable 2.37

1.91

2,67
3.30
2.16
1.96
1.73

Up

2.60
2.00
2.33
2.20

.00

2.91
2.37
2.10
2.17
1.67

(High) 2 Stable

2.29
2.65
2.33
1.52
2.19

Up

2
3
4
0
1
2
3
4
0
1
2
3
4
o}
1
2
3
4
0o
1
2
3 2.05
4
o}
1
2
3
4
0
1
2
3
4
0
1
2
3
4
0
1
2
3
4
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Table 73% Average Status by Present Standing ileans with
Controls for Status Inconsistency and Social Mobility

Status Social Average Present Standing
Inconsis. Mobility Status Means
w

(Low) © “ 6.25

1 650

Down 2 6.00

( ) 3 T.31

High) 4 T« 75

TP R | E—

1 5.08

(Low) © Stable 2 656
3 T7.18

(High) 4 7.23

(Low) © 8.00

1 .00

Up 2 8.75

3 6.94

(High) 4 T.11

(Low) © 3.75

1 6.44

Down 2 6.65

3 7.08

(High) 4 7.33

(Low) © 6.57

1 6.64

1 Stable 2 6.55
3 7.18

(High) 4 6.76

(Low) O 6.67

1 6.90

Up 2 7.52

3 T.28

(High) 4 6.83

(Low) 0O 7.00

1 | 6.85

Down 2 6.82

3 1.40

(High) 4 .00

(Low) O 6.59

1 6.63

(High) 2 Stable 2 6.93
3 7.20

(Bigh) 4 7.56

(Low) © 6.57

1 6.15

Up 2 6.68

3 T.14

(High) 4 7.31
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Table T4t Average Status by Future Orientation Means With
Controls for Status Inconsistency and Social Mobility

Status
Inconsis.

Social
Mobility

Average
Status

FUTURE ORIENTATION
Means

(Low) O

Down

1.00
1.50
1.00
1.44
1.63

Stable

1.37
1.44
1.40
1.58
1.46

Up

2.00

.00
1.50
1.59
1.59

1.50
1.44
1.47
1.23
1.67

Stable

1.38
1.37
1.51
1.44
1.71

Up

1.00
1.44
1.29

1.49
1.60

(High) 2

1.20
1‘08
1.09
1.60

.00

Stable

1.40
1.36
1.44
1.56
1.56

Up

1.29
1435
1.41
1.48
1.40
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seven of nine possible tables, with SOI excepted, of course.

An inspection of the various levels of control across the
various major tables also reveals that--with one exception—
"error", or sub-tables in a level which did not fit our predicted
linear pattern were relatively randomly scattered and not concen-
trated in any one level of control. The exception was for the
"High" SI--"Down" S sub-table which produced a linear relation—
ship only with respect to Present Standing, and even then, line-—
arity was based upon only two means, with the other three dropped
for containing five or less cases. One might also note that there
were only 34 persons at this level of control, so it may be a
"deviant" case.

We would conclude, then, that AS is related to alienation, at
all levels of control for SI and SM. We would note, however,
that there is a relatively large amount of variance in these
linear patterns, and that no statistical significance testing
was done. If such a statistical test should be devised, it
might prove that these generally linear patterns were only
spurious, and insignificant. Until such a test is developed,
however, we would maintain that the relationship does, in fact,

exist.

Status Inconsistency

Tables 75-80 depict the relationship of Status Inconsistency to
the dependent variables while controlling for Average Status and
Social Mobility, simultaneously. This control set produces 15

sub-tables, with each sub-table listing the relationskip of SI
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Table 753 Status Inconsistency by Powerlessness lleans with
Controls for Average Status and Social lMobility

Average Social Status POWERLESSNESS

Status Mobility Inconsistency Leans
(Low) O 1.00

Down 1 715

(High) 2 1.00

(Low) © 1.34

(Low) O Stable 1 1.16
(Eigh) 2 1.15

(Low) © 2.00

Tp 1 67

(High) 2 1.00

(Low) © 50

Down 1 087

(2igh) 2 .85

- (Low) O .85

1 Stable 1 1.01
(High) 2 99

(Low) © .00

Up 1 1.40

(High) 2 1.00

(Low) O o715

Down 1 47

(Eigh) 2 1.08

(Low) O <75

2 Stable 1 1.00
(High) 2 .08

(Low) © .72

(2igh) 2 .98

(continued)
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Table 758 (Continued)

Average Social Status POWERLESSNESS
Status wobility Inconsistency keans
Down 1 054
(High) 2 1.20
(Low) O .82
3 Stable 1 .88
(High) 2 .83
(LOW) 0 1006
Up 1 17
(High) 2 .57
(Low) © <50
Down 1 1.00
(High) 2 .00
(Low) O .68
(High) 4 Stable 1 o117
(High) 2 .83
Up 1 <75
(High) 2 IL 94
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Table 76¢ Status Inconsistency by Social Isolation lleans With
Controls for Average Status and Social Mobility

Average Social Status SCCIAL ISOLATION

Status obility Inconsistency Ileans
(Low) ©O .75

Down 1 1.50

(High) 2 .80

(Low) © 1.19

(Low) O Stable 1 1.10
(High) 2 1.00

(Low) © 1.00

Up 1 1.00

(High) 2 .86

(Low) O 1.00

Down 1 1.19

(High) 2 .92

‘ (Low) O 1.08

1 Stable 1 94
(High) 2 1.00

(Low) © .00

Up 1 1.00

(High) 2 .70

(Low) © 1.00

Down 1 .71

(High) 2 .92

(Low) © .88

2 Stable 1 .98
(High) 2 .80

(Low) © 1.00

Up 1 1.20

(High) 2 1.10

(continued)
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Average Social Status SOCIAL ISOLATION

Status Mobility Inconsistency Means
(Low) © .75

Down S 1.08

(High) 2 1.00

(Low) © .78

3 Stable 1 .96
(High) 2 1.02

(Low) O 1.06

(4igh) 2 .90

(Low) © 1.13

Down 1 67

(digh) 2 .00

(Low) O 95

(High) 4 Stable 1 .98
(High) 2 .72

(Low) © 91

(Bigh) 2 .81
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Table 77t Status Inconsistency by Normlessness leans with
Controls for Average Status and Social Mobility

Average Social Status NORLILESSNESS
Status Mobility Inconsistency leans
(Low) © 1.75
Down 1 1067
(High) 2 1.00
(Low) © 1.49
(Low) O Stable 1 1.49
(High) 2 1.58
(Low) O 2.00
Up 1 1.33
(High) 2 .86
(Low) O .50
DOWT]. 1 1031
(High) 2 1.08
(I.OW) 0 «713
1 Stable 1 1.25
(High) 2 1.37
(Low) © .00
(High) 2 1.40
(Low) © .15
Down 1 94
(Eigh) 2 1.08
(Low) © .88
2 Stable 1 1.17
(Eigh) 2 1.22
(IOW) 0 <75
Up 1 1.08
(High) 2 1.18

(continued)



1
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Table 773 (Continued)

Average Social Status NORMLESSNESS
Status Mobility Inconsistency Veans
(Low) © 1.00
Down 1 1.00
(High) 2 1.00
(Low) 0 .78
3 Stable 1 93
(High) 2 1.11
(Low) © .65
(High) 2 .14
(Low) O 1.00
Down 1 1.00
(High) 2 .00
(LOW) 0 .86
(High) 4 Statle 1 93
(High) 2 .94
(Low) 0O 1.07
Up 1 .80
(High) 2 1.00




| p—



199

Table 78s Status Inconsistency by Powerlessness-Normlessness
lleans with Controls for Average Status and Social Mobility

Average Social Status POWERLESSNESS—
Status Mobility Inconsis. NORMLESSNESS Means

(Low) © 2.50

Down 1 3.00

(High) 2 2.60

(Low) © 2.86

(Low) © Stable 1 2.65

(High) 2 2.91

(Low) O 4.00

Up 1 2.67

(High) 2 2.29

(Low) © 1.00

Down 1 2033

(High) 2 2.00

(Low) O 1.81

1 Stable 1 2.30

(High) 2 2.37

(Low) © .00

Up 1 3.30

(Eigh) 2 2.65

(Low) © 2.00

Down 1 1.71

(High) 2 2.33

(Low) © 1.84

2 Stable 1 2.37

(High) 2 2.10

(Low) © 1.50

Up 1 2.16

(High) 2 2.33

(continued)
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Table 78: (Continued)

Average Social Status POWERLESSNESS-
Status Mobility Inconsis. NORMLESSNESS lieans

(Low) O 1.75

Down 1 1.69

(High) 2 2.20

3 Stable 1 2.05

(High) 2 2.17

(Low) © 2.00

Up 1 1.96

(High) 2 1.52

(Low) © 2.00

Down 1 2.33

(High) 2 .00

(Low) 0 1.79

(High) 4 Stable 1 1.91

(Low) O 1.91

Up 1 1.73

(High) 2 2.19
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Table 79t Status Inconsistency by Present Standing ileans with
Controls for Average Status and Social Mobility

Average Social Status PRESENT STANDING
Status Mobility Inconsistency Means
(Low) 0 6.25
Down 1 3.75
(High) 2 7.00
(Low) O Stable 1 6.57
(High) 2 6.59
(Low) O 8.00
Up 1 6.67
(Eigh) 2 657
(Low) © 6.50
Down 1 6.44
(High) 2 6.85
(Low) O 6.08
;| Stable 1 6064
(High) 2 6.63
(Low) © .00
Up 1 6.90
(High) 2 6.15
(Low) O 6.00
Down 1 6.65
(High) 2 6.82
(Low) © 6.56
2 Stable 1 6.55
(Eigh) 2 6.93
Up 1 7.52
(High) 2 6.68

(continued)
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202

Average Social Status PRESENT STANDING
Status Jobility Inconsistency Means
(Low) O T.31
Down 1 7.08
(High) 2 7.40
(Low) O 7.18
3 Stable 1 7.18
(High) 2 7.20
(Low) © 6.94
Up 1 7.28
(High) 2 T.14
(LOW) 0 7075
Down 1 Te33
(High) 2 .00
(Low) © 7.23
(High) 4 Stable 1 6.76
(High) 2 7.56
(Low) © Te11
Up 1 6.83
(High) 2 T.31
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Table 80: Status Inconsistency by Future Orientation lleans
with Controls for Average Status and Social Liobility

Average Social Status FUTURE ORIENTATION
Status Mobility Inconsistency Means
(Low) © 1.00
Down 1 1.50
(High) 2 1.20
(Low) © 1.37
(Low) O Stable 1 1.38
(Eigh) 2 1.40
(Low) O 2.00
(3igh) 2 1.29
(LOW) 0 1050
Down 1 1044
(Bigh) 2 1.08
1 Stable 1 1.37
(High) 2 1.36
(Low) © .00
Up 1 1.44
(High) 2 1.35
(Low) O 1.00
Down 1 1.47
(High) 2 1.09
(LOW) 0 1.40
2 Stable 1 1.51
(Low) © 1.50
Up 1 1.29
(High) 2 1.41

(continued)
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Table 803 (Continued)

Average Social Status FUTURE ORIENTATICN
Status Kobility Inconsistency lieans
(I.OW) 0 1044
(High) 2 1.60
3 Stable 1 1.44
(High) 2 1.56
(Low) O 1.59
Up 1 1.49
(High) 2 1.48
(Low) O 1.63
Down 1 1.67
(High) 2 .00
(Low) O 1.46
(High) 4 Stable 1 1.71
(High) 2 1.56
(I.OW) 0 1.59
(High) 2 1.40
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to a dependent variable. An inspection ol these sub-tables
reveals no consistent patterning in these relationships. With
the possible exception of Table 77, no table contains more than
three sub-tables (of 15 possible) which run in the predicted
direction. In Table 77, which indicates the relationship of SI
to Normlessness, there are six of fifteen sub;tables which run
in the predicted direction, with the lowest level of SI also
baving the lowest alienation mean, etc. This linearity does
not, however, carry over into Table 78, which depicts the rela-—
tionship of SI and the combined form of Fii, Removal of means
based upon five cases or less is not possible here, because this
would leave one with only two means, which by definition would
give one "linearity". Therefore, we are forced to conclude

that there is no relationship between SI and alienation.

Social Mobility

Tables 81-86 characterize the relationship of Social Mobility
to the dependent variables at all levels of Average Status and
Status Inconsistency. This control set produces fifteen sub-
tables, each indicating the relationship of Sl to a dependent
variable. An inspection of these sub-tables reveals no consis-—
tent patterns. In the original first order tables, there were
indications that those persons in the "Stable" group had higher
alienation; however, this relationship disappeared when AS was
controlled for at the second order, and it appears to disappear
in these third order tables also. Some indications show that

the "Down" group might be the least alienated; however, further
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Table 81t Social Lobility by Powerlessness Means with
Controls for Average Status and Status Inconsistency

Average Status Social POWERLESSNESS

Status Inconsistency Mobility lieans
Down 1.00

(Low) © Stable 1.34

Up 2.00

Down «T15

(Low) 0 1 Stable 1.16
Up 67

Down 1 «00

(High) 2 Stable 1.15

Down 005

(Low) © Stable .85

Up «00

Down .87

1 1 Stable 1.01
Down 085

(High) 2 Stable .99

Down )

(Low) © Stable .72

Up «15

Down 47

2 1 Stable .98
Down 1.08

(High) 2 Stable .88

Up 98

(continued)






Table 813 (Continued)

Average Status Social PCWERLESSNESS
Status Inconsistency lobility Means
Down .56
(Low) © Stable .82
Dovn 54
3 1 Stable .88
Up o117
Down 1.20
(High) 2 Stable .83
Up D7
Down 50
(Low) O Stable .68
Up 65
Down 1.00
(HEigh) 4 1 Stable o117
Up o715
Down .00
(Figh) 2 Stable .83
Up 94
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Table 8231 Social liobility by Social Isolation leans with
Controls for Average Status and Status Inconsistency

Average Status Social SOCIAL ISOLATION

Status Inconsistency Mobility Means
Down 075

(Low) O Stable 1.19

Up 1.00

Down 1.50

(Low) 1 Stable 1.10
Down .80

(Eigh) 2 Stable 1.00

Down 1.00

(Low) © Stable 1.08

Up .00

Down 1.19

1 1 Stable 94
Down 92

(Figh) 2 Stable 1.00

Up 070

Down 1.00

(Low) O Stable .88

Down 071

2 1 Stable .98
Up 1.20

Down 092

(Figh) 2 Stable .80

(continued)
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Table 82: (Continued)

Average Status Social SOCIAL ISOLATION
Status Inconsistency Lobility Means
Down 075
(Low) O Stable .78
Down 1.08
3 1 Stable 1.96
Down 1.00
(digh) 2 Stable 1.02
Up 090
Down 1.13
(Low) © Stable <95
Up 091
Down 067
(High) 1 Stable .98
Down .00
(Eigh) 2 Stable .72
Up 081
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Table 83: Social Lobility by Normlessness ileans with
Controls for Average Status and Status Incorsistency

Average Status Social NORLILESSNESS

Status Inconsistency Lobility keans
Down 1075

(Low) O Stable 1.49

Up 2.00

Down 1.67

(Low) 1 Stable 1.49
Down 1.00

(High) 2 Stable 1.58

Up .86

Down 050

(Low) © Stable .13

Up .00

Down 1031

1 1 Stable 1.25
Up 1.60

Down 1.08

(High) 2 Stable 1.37

Up 1.40

Down 1.75

(Low) © Stable .38

Up «15

Down 94

2 1 Stable 1.17
Down 1.08

(digh) 2 Stable 1.22

(continued)
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Table 83: (Continued)

Average Status Social MORLILESSNESS
Status Inconsistency Mobility lleans
Down 1.00
(Low) O Stable .78
Up <65
Down 1.00
3 1 Stable 093
Up .96
Down 1.00
(High) 2 Stable 1.1
Up <14
Down 1.00
(Low) 0O Stable .86
Down 1.00
(High) 4 1 Stable 93
Up 080
Down .00
(High) 2 Stable .94
Up 1.00
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Table 843 Social liobility by Powerlessness-—lormlessness .eans
with Controls for Average Status and Status Inconsistency

Average Status Social POWERLESSHESS~
Status Inconsistency Jobility NORXZLESSNESS lleans
Down 2.50
(Low) O Stable 2.86
Up l{ 4.00
Down 3,00
(Low) © 1 Stable 2.65
Up 2.67
Down 2.60
(High) 2 Stable 2.91
Up 2.29
Down 1.00
(Low) O Stable 1.81
Up .00
Down 2.33
1 1 Stable 2.30
Down “ 2.00
(High) 2 Stable 2.37
Up 2.65
Down 2.00
(Low) O Stable 1.84
Up 1.50
Down 1071
2 1 Stable 2.37
Down 2033
(High) 2 Stable 2.10

(continued)
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Table 841 (Continued)

Average Status Social POWERLESSNESS-
Status Inconsistency Mobility NORMLESSNESS eans
Down 1.75
(Low) O Stable 1.66
Down 1.69
3 1 Stable 2.05
Down 2.20
(High) 2 Stable 2.17
Up 1.52
Down 2.00
(Low) © Stable 1.79
Up 1.91
Down 2033
(High) 4 1 Stable 1.91
Up 1073
Down .00
(High) 2 Stable 1.67
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Table 858 Social lobility by Present Standing leans with
Controls for Average Status and Status Inconsistency

Average Status Social PRESENT STANDING

Status Inconsistency Mobility lieans
Down 6.25

(Low) O Stable 6.45

Down 3075

(Low) O 1 Stable 6.57
Up 6.67

Down T.00

(High) 2 Stable 6.59

Up 6.57

Down 6.50

(Low) © Stable 6.08

Up .00

Dowvn 6.44

1 1 Stable 6.64
Down 6.85

(High) 2 Stable 6.63

Down 6.00

(Low) © Stable 6.56

Up 8.75

Down 6.65

2 1 Stable 6.55
Up T.52

Down 6.82

(High) 2 Stable 6.93

Up 6.68

(continued)
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Table 85t (Continued)

Average Status Social PRESENT STANDING
Status Inconsistency liobility Means
Down Te31
(Low) O Stable 7.18
Down 7.08
3 1 Stable 7.18
Up 7.28
Down T.40
(High) 2 Stable 7.20
Up T.14
Down T.75
(Low) © Stable 7.23
Up T.11
Down 7033
(High) 4 1 Stable 6.76
Down .00
(High) 2 Stable 7.56




Table 861 Social !Mobility by Future Orientation lleans with
Controls for Average Status and Status Inconsistency

Average Status Social FUTURE ORIENTATION

Status Inconsistency Mobility Lleans
Down 1.00

(Low) © Stable 1.37

Up 2.00

Down 1.50

(Low) O 1 Stable 1.38
Up 1.00

Down 1.20

(Righ) 2 Stable 1.40

Up 1.29

Down 1.50

(Low) O Stable 1.44

Up .00

DOWD. 1 044

1 1 Stable 1.37
Down 1008

(High) 2 Stable 1.36

- Up 1.35

Down 1.00

(Low) O Stable 1.40

Down 1.47

2 1 Stable 1.51
Down 1.09

(High) 2 Stable 1.44

Up 1.41

(continued)



Table 863 (Continued)
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Average Status Social FUTURE ORIEITATION

Status Inconsistency Mobility leans
Down 1.44

(Low) O Stable 1.58

Down 1.23

3 1 Stable 1.44
Down 1.60

(4igh) 2 Stable 1.56

Down 1.63

(Low) © Stable 1.46

Down 1 067

(High) 4 1 Stable 1.71
Up 1.60

Down .00

(High) 2 Stable 1.56

Up 1.40
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inspection reveals an approximately equal number of tables where
the "Down" mobile group is most alienated, as well as more or
less random relationships. Again, as in the previous SI tables,
it is impossible to remove those levels which contain five or
less cases, because this would result in linearity by definition.
We are forced to conclude, then, that there is no relationship
between Social lobility and alienation that cannot be accounted

for by reference to AS.

Conclusions

Generally, this analysis found that the three independent
variables of SI, AS and SY were inter-related, even when one
variable is controlled for. This was taken as evidence for the
necessity of control in any analysis attempting to utilize these
three variables, and a validation of our previous attempts to
demonstrate this need for control, logically.

An examination of the relationships among our dependent
variables——principally that of PS and FO to P, N, P¥ and SOI—
indicated that both PS and FO were related to our alienation
sub~scales, but in different manners. First, SOI maintained
a significant but curvilinear relationship to PS and FO, which
was taken as some evidence for the separability and independence
of SOI from other sub—scales of alienation. Second, PS was
directly related to alienation, whereas FO maintained more of
a curvilinear relationship. We interpreted this to mean that
PS is part and parcel of our alienation phenomena, but that FO

is somewhat different. However, this interpretation could not
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be fully tested in this analysis.

An examination of our three independent variables, in terms
of their relationship to the various indexes of alienation,
indicated that AS was stably and consistently related to all but
SOI. This was taken as evidence of (1) the separability of 30I,
and (2) validation of our measures of alienation, i.e., that
they are somewhat similar to those used by other persons, who
also found alienation related to various measures of average
status or social class. Finding that AS is directly related
to FO also casts doubt on our previous interpretation of the
nature of the relationship between FO and alienation. At this
point, it would appear that FO——at least in terms of its rela-
tionship to AS--is of a somewhat similar character as our other
alienation sub-scales., Finally, SiI and SI were not generally
related to alienation. The only consistent finding which
emerged from these tables was that the "Stable" Sl group was
in almost all cases the most alienated. However, it was
reiterated that these 'lack'! of relationships were to be
expected, and not regarded as a test of hypotheses.

The second order controls, however, must be regarded as
partial tests of our hypotheses. These tables indicate that
AS is related to alienation, but that AS and SI are not.

The previously found relationships of S to alienation is
apparently accounted for by the effect of AS on Sl.

This general finding was supported by the third order tables,

where AS was again related to alienation, whereas SX and SI
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are not.

With reference to our initial hypotheses, then, we are
forced to reject them. We are left with the task of explaining
the relationship of AS to alienation in some terms other than
the traditionally used Durkheim-Merton rationale. This shall

be the task of our final chapter.



FOOTNOTES — CHAPTER IIT

1. Unfortunately, this type of control was not planned as
a part of the original analysis, and the extreme amount of
advance planning necessary for computer analysis made it
difficult to do after the analysis plans were built into
the computer.

2. Dorothy L. Meier and Wendell Bell, "Anomia and Differential
Access to the Achievement of Life Goals," American Sociological
Review, 24 (April, 1959), 189-201.

3. These totals are given in Table 69; because they remain
the same for all other tables in this sequence, they are not
repeated.
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CHAPTER IV
CONCLUSIONS
The basic problem of this thesis revolved around the

Durkheim—Merton rationale underlying the theory of anomie,
and its utility in explaining class differentials in anomie
and other types of behavior labeled as pathological or
adaptations to anomie. Basically, we argued that if this
rationale did, in fact, account for the above-mentioned
correlations-—=by reference to various structurally generated
discrepancies——then it also should create correlations between
alienation and other structurally=based sources of discrepancy,
i.e.y, status inconsistency and social mobility. Hypotheses
to this effect were developed. Ourtheoretical stance, then,
gave us two alternatives, dependent upon whether these hypoth-
eses were or were not rejected. First, if the hypotheses were
not rejected, the theoretical interpretation would be that the
Durkheim=Merton rationale was once more validated and extended
to a new substantive area. Secondly, if the hypotheses were
rejected, the theoretical alternative would then be to devise
a schema which would explain alienation, as well as the corre-
lations of alienation and average status, in terms other than
that of the discrepancy rationale. At the same time, this
theory must also explain the correlation between average status

and pathological behaviors, and previous findings of correlations
222
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between status inconsistency, social mobility, and pathological

behaviors.

As was obvious in Chapter III, our hypotheses were not con—
firmedj therefore, the second alternative must be taken. In
80 doing, we shall first consider previous oritiques of aliena=
tion and anomie theory, as they apply to any basic restructuring
of anomie and social olass theory. Then, we shall set about con=-
structing a somewhat different approach to this matter. In this
different approach, we shall consider alienation, stratification,

mobility and pathological behaviors.

Critiquos of Anomie Theory

As stated previously in Chapter I, most oritiques of anomie
theory do not take to task the basic mechanisms by which anomie
(or anomia) develop—i.e., the disorepancy between that which is
expected and that which is achieved, Rather, the major sugges-
tions are that researchers look for sources of disorepancy other
than the very general discrepancy ooccurring between mass—culture
goals, and society-wide means of access to these goals. There
is behind these oritioisms a notion that each partioular group,
community, or organization has its own set of culturally pre-=
soribed goals (or better, gsub=oculturally specified goals), as
well as its own stratification system which determines means
of achieving those goals. A quote from James Short and his study
of delinquenocy and gang boys in Chicago will perhaps exemplify

this general type of oritiquet

Detailed observation of particular behavior episodes
suggests that « « « the conception of social struoture






224
which is basic to the [anomia] paradigm must be broad-

ened to include situations which are more immediate to
the boys, such as local community norms and opportuni=
ties, and normative and status considerations within
the group, in addition to the abstract conceptions of
opportunity structures and status deprivations.?

Our comment on this type of oritique of anomie theory would
agree somewhat with that of Cohen, namely that it produces an
atomistic and individualistic view of man, a view that is dis-
tinctively non—sociological.2 It places the brunt of "develop=
ing" anomie wholly "upon" the individual, in that he nﬁst first
internalize certain social or cultural values (or sub=cultural
or sub=sub=cultural values) which stand outside of himj go
through a period of psychic conflictj; develop anomie; and then
act in an adaptive manner. It does not consider behaviors as
a product of social relationships, but as individual properties.

Rather than elaborate in this vein, whioh is essentially a
reduction to more and more microscopic levels, we would assume
that this view has sufficient proponents, It will be our choice
to develop (hopefully) a relatively new and different theory
which approaches the problem via a concern with "society-wide"

theory-—=perhaps an oblique approach in current sociology.

Suggested Theory

We shall begin our explanation not with an understanding
of anomie or alienation per se, but rather with an understanding
of the nature of "social class™ and its correlates. This, we
hope, will allow ﬁs to then oxflain the function, or consequences,
of alienation within this theory. Further, we hope that it shall

also be possible to examine mobility, etc.
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We would argue that "class™ constitutes not an aspect of
social structure, or a part of a unidimensional or monolithic
structure, but essentially different structures having different
cultures. These different class groupings must be articulated
by reference to some sort of common mechanism, Class, then, is
not a continuum, with more or less ordinal rankings along it, but
a set of different nominal distinctions. That these various
nominally distinguished groups happen to correlate with ordinal
measures (e.g., education, income, etc.) is a matter to be
explained, not to be taken as given, and therefore used as
indexes of a unidimensional social class variable. Literally,
we will argue that “alienation" is nothing more or less than a
part of a lower=class belief system,

This approach begins with the work and conceptualisations of
Herbert Gans, who argues that the lower class is an isolated
gsocial system which exists within, but not as a part of, the
urban miliou.3 He argues that the lower class is characterized
by a "village" style of life, with the most important groups
being the neighborhood and the peer group. That is, these are
the major groups in the lower=class person®s life, and they dom=—
inate his view of the world. The lower—class view of the world
has as its mainstay, personalism—ea personalistic orientation.,
By personalism, Gans refers to the styles of relating to other
objects and people in terms of their appeal or meaning to the
person rather than to any abstract characteristics of the object

itself, By personalism, Gans also refers to seeing other persons
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as more or less "whole" persons, rather than persons occupying
a particular role. One interprets (and therefore understands)
the actions of other persons by referring to the particular
relationship that one has with the other.

Gans goes on to discuss the way in which these lower—class
persons participate in the various institutions whioch surround
the lower-olass person, i.e., school, jobs, buying practices,
etcs Although the lower=class person participates in these
institutions, Gans indicates that it is in a manner that is
radically different from the middle class, He argues, for
example, that the lower class view their jobs not as careers,
or as & phenomena which is valued in and of itself, but more as
a means of getting sufficient cash to come back into the neighbore
hood.4 In other words, those things that are important for the
lower class are found in his neighborhood and his peer group.

Lower-class man, then, with his extreme neighborhood and
peer group orientation, his personalistic orientation, and his
minimal (and somewhat forced) participation in the major urban
institutions, exists in a Qemeinschaft village located in the
Gesellschaft urban milieu. This, in turn, produces a form of
isolation from the rest of society. In his treatment, Gans
devotes little explicit attention to the way that this stratifi-
cation system is maintained, or to the place of the middle class
in the society. And, his discussions of the institutional life
of the lower—class person are, to some degree, dominated by the
lower—class person®s view, to the exclusion of the middle—class

functionaries view,
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Sjoberg, Brymer and Farris have extended Gans® view of the
lower class somewhat and have developed a conceptual schema
which contains general mechanisms which create and maintain
the stratification system and the isolation of the lower class.5
Generally, they argue that "bureaucratic systems are the key
medium through which the middle class maintains its advantaged
position vis-a=vis the lower olass."6 In effect, they are
reversing the classic model of the relationship of bureaucracy
and class. Rather than argue that social class creates differ=
ential participation in bureaucratic organizations, they contend
that bureaucratic organization, as a central feature in modern
industrial society, creates differential participation in organi=
zations, which in turn creates and maintains a stratification
system. Implicit in their presentation is the assumption that
the major portion of American life proceeds through bureaucra-
tized organizations, e.g., employment, education, government,
buying, etce.

Staffing arrangements in bureaucratic organizations frequently
place those least qualified persons in "hardship" or lower—class
areas, 80 that lower=class clients roceivo the léast possible
benefits of the organization and, consequently, very few skills
with which to escape the lower class. Bureauoracies, out of a
necessity to maintain a successful image of themselves, vis—a-vis
their supporters, frequently select those persons who are most
likely to suoceed rather than all persons who legitimately might

participate in the organization., That is, the organization must
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exhibit a certain amount of goal attainment if it is to continue
to succeed, so it selects as clients those persons who are most
likely to succeed. And, these are very seldom lower-class persons
(ory at least those persons who cannot succeed in the organization
do not get the organizational benefits). Finally, the extreme
specialization of any particular bureaucratic organization==both
as an organigation among organizations and within the organiza=-
tion=-makes it somewhat diffiocoult for organizational function=—
aries to view any partioular client or production unit in a
holistic fashion. Moreover, it prevents the bureaucratic funo=
tionary from taking the perspective of a client and from under-
standing the client®s view of his own problems, Literally, the
specialized organizational functionary may not even be able to

see any problem from the lower—class persons® perspective. We
would argue that this contributes to a maintenance of lower
classness.

The lower-class person, who has little knowledge of the various
informal and formal ways and by-ways of bureauecratic funotioning,
is then called upon to negotiate with that highly specialised
lower echelon person who is most rulebound=eand has little
latitude in dealing with problems., And, if social problems are
funotionally inter—dependent, this means that the lower—oclass
person must first negotiate a “deal" with the most rulebound
person, and seoondly, coordinate the various specialized funo-
tionaries and organiszations to fit his particular needs. The

middle=class person, by virtue of his middle classness and his
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knowledge of bureaucratic modes of operation (derived from
working in other bureaucracies) can go to a higher level
functionary who has more latitude, and who can deal more
effectively with any particular organizational problem that
the middle—~class person may have.

The lower=class notions of personalism run head=on into
the bureaucratic norms of impersonality and universalism. There-
fore, when a lower—class person "gets something™ from an organi-
gation, he is likely to assume that it is because he had a per—
sonal relationship with the functionary; if he does not, rather
than ascribing it to failure to meet an impersonal formal rule,
he is likely to asoribe it to "fate", "luok", or “chance".

This inability of the bureaucratized organization to cope
with the lower—class person—and vice versa~—creates a vicious
cycle of "“cirocular causation", to use Myrdahl®s term, which
operates 80 as to create a relatively large amount of social dis=
tance between the middle and lower classes—or more aptly, the
lower class and the rest of sooioty.7 In other words, the ability
of operating in a bureaucratic organization (or conversely, the
ability of an organisation to respond to all types of persons)
oreates and maintains at least one class system which is isolated
from the rest of the ongoing society. More characteristios and
elements of this theory will become apparent later.

At first glance, the tenative theory under consideration would
seea to be similar to those of Warner and Hollingshead when they
refer to class as representing a "style of life", and to Osocar

lewis® conceptualiszation of a "oculture of povnrty”.s Closer
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inspection, however, reveals some crucial differences. The
biggeét difference does not lie in the cultural content or
belief system described by these authors, for they would agree
with our observations. Rather, the difference would seem to
lie in the mechanisms whereby such a system is maintained or
the logical order to such a system when counterposed with

the other "cause or effect" variables.

Hollingshead, for example, would appear to view social class
as primary, and differential participation in major institutions
as a resultant of social class, This is nowhere more clear than
in his work, Social Class and Mental Illness, where chapter after
chapter is devoted to "the differential use of treatment facilie
tion.“9 In terms of a'dynamio, or a mechanism whereby class is
oroatid and maintained, Hollingshead would appear to rely upon
a relatively vague notion of "cultural transmission", or "like
father, like son." lLewis, 'hilo devoting much tine—to an.
insightful desoription of the oultural habits of poverty strick
ened people, likewise pays little attention to the dynlnics‘
oreating and maintaining this culture. Generally, it would
appear that he would subscribe to a definition of culture which
views it as a form of adaptation to an environment, in this case
a hostile onvironnont.‘o

Our suggested theory resembles Seeman®s theory, in our mutual
reliance upon bureaucracy as an important factor in developing
"a.lionation".11 Seeman, however, does not discuss the role of

social class as an intervening variable standing between bureauo=—

racy and alienation, or for that matter, social class as a
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variable, Presumably, because of his "mass society" leaning,

he would assume that all persons partiéipating in modern life
are subject to the whims of bureauoracy, and therefore to
alienation. We might note, however, that his research has been
carried out on, primarily, lower-= and working-class subjects,
if we can judge from the occupations of his subjects, e.g.,
those in a reformatory, working in the lower echelons of a
state hospital, or in labor unions.

In summary, we are suggesting that stratification is oreated
not by having education, money or a high prestige job, but by
differential ability to participate in bureaucratioc systems, as
well as actual differential participation in these organi;ations.
This differential participation oreates——at least for the present
analysis==two major groupss those who can and do, and those who
cannot and do nots The former are middle class, and the latter
are lower class.

Stratification, then, is a matter of a relationship-—or the
lack of a relationship--between a person and an organisation
entity, rather than an individual attribute. Because all
persons must come into some kind of contact with bureaucratized
organigzations in his life span, bureaucracy can then operate to
maintain stratification systems. lastly, we might note that
considering bureauoracy as the primary determinant of stratifi-
cation places this theory firmly in a larger theoretical context
(namely, the theories regarding societal evolution from folk to

urban to urban-industrial as a consequence of technologiocal

innovations.) Presumably, bureaucracy is one of the primary
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innovations which allowed industrialism to develop.12 With this

general and partial theory, let us re—examine the variables of
alienation—anomie, the Durkheim-Merton rationale, status incon-
sistency and social mobility, as well as the pathological
behaviors attributed to social mobility, status inconsistency

and lower classness.

Alienation and Anomie

In terms of the simple correlations of various types of
attitude scales purportedly measuring "alienation" or ";nonia",
we would argue that these are manifestations of aspeots of the
lower—=class belief system. Rather than measuring "deapair‘;
as suggested by Meier and Bell, and Nettler, we would argue
that they represent the consequences of a confrontation between
& personalistic point of vioi, and impersonalistic bureauocra-
0103.13 It would seem more appropriate, then, to label this
phenomena "fatalism" rather than despair, in that a fatalistic
imputation is the mode of handling such incomprehensible events
in a lower—=class personalistic system.14 One might suggest,
at this point, that if the statements making up our (and other's)
alienation scales had had as referents events revolving around
a lower—=class neighborhood way of life, there might have been
much less alienation in the lower class. In fact, it may be
that in this case the middle class would have been more alien—
ated,

We might also comment on the lack of a relationship between

the Social Isolation scale scores and Average Status. These
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questions were phrased in terms of personal friendships, and

feeling "all alone in the world." Given the lower=class orien—
tation to neighborhood and peer group, it is hard to see how a
lower—class person could ever be without personal friendship
ties, As Gans points out, the lower=class person has his
primary existence in these peer groups.

In summary, alienation or anomia, as indicated by various
scales measuring powerlessness or normlessness, may be thought
of as characteristic of a lower=class belief system. This does
ﬂot, however, rule out the possibility of a more restricted
conceptualization of alienation, particularly as used by
Nettler and Hajda.15 This conceptualisation would deal
primarily with the rejection of “culturally accepted goals",
and is, to some degree, synonymous with Merton®s designati;n
of "retreatism" as a form of adaptation to anomia.

With respect to the discrepancy rationale underlying anomia,
we might note that lﬁch a rationale is predicated upon the
almost total acceptance of the culturally specified goals by
a group, and, to the degree that we have argued for the
presence of separate class and, thereby, cultural systems, it
would be logically difficult for this complete consensus to
occure To this point, we are arguing with Hyman, when he
attempted to demonstrate that various classes did not have a
consensus with respect to 30510.16 Of course, Merton®s class
reply argued that only a signifjcant number must have internalised
these culturally specified goals in order for a significant

17

amount of lower=class anomia, etc.
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We would suggest a different resolution to this problem,
and ask how it is that a lower class can have a multitude of
goals, i.6., both "middle=" and "lower-"class goals, and what
effect this has. In our theory, we noted that the middle
class is (as & group) in more or less control of the various
bureaucracies with which a lower—=class person must at some
point in his life dealwshowever effectively. At the same
timo, the lower=class person looks to the neighborhood and
peer group for his values and his life satisfaction. It would
appear, then, that the lower—oclass person must interact with
both lower- and middle=class persons, and to some degree have
adequate knowledge about the values of bothe The middle-=class
person, however (because of his advantaged position, which
allows him to dictate the terms of his various negotiations
with the lower class), does not necessarily have to take into
account the values of the lower=class person. That is, the
middle—class person does not have to take into account the
lower=class person's values in order to pursue a successful
career. In fact, it would appear more likely that he must
attend to the values of the organisation for which he works,
which is very likely to be middle 01;5-.18 If this is true,
then, we should expect that when oonfronted with a range of
valuos; the lower class will espouse more than will the middle
Cclass.

This is to some degree supported by Short in a study compar—

ing the responses of middle= and lower=class adolescents to
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various "middle-" and "lower-"class objects using a semantic
difforonfial technique;19 Objeots which might be classified
as "lower" or deviant=—e.g., *dope addict?, ®pimp®, etC.w
wer§ alnoit uniformly negatively evaluated by the middle class,
and were neutrally or positively evaluated by the lower class.
"Middle=class" objects—~e.g., *stable job?, *teachers?®, eto.—
iere equally foaitivoly evaluated by both middie— and lower—
class adolescents. How, then, can this seeming contradiction
exist?

0n§ possibility is suggested by Hyman Rodman, who has
developed the conceptualization of the "lower=class value
strotoh".zo Basioally, Rodman argues that agreement with a
wide range of values among the lower class is both functional
for the lowerwclass®s environment (i.e., the middle=class
bureaucracies), and accompanied by a lower degree of commitment
to either sets of values., Literally, Rodman is suggesting that
the apparent discrepancy or contradiction is a product of a
middle=class point of view, and that for the lower—class person,
such a contradiction does not existj it is a faot of life.

In effect, then, we are suggesting that what may be a dis=-
crepancy may exist only in the perspective of the investigator
and, therefore, cannot be automatically assumed. If a disorep=-
ancy were in fact porcoiv‘d-by an individual, an anomic situation
might result, However, this will have to wait further investie

gation.
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Sooial Mobility, Average Status and Status Inconsistency

With respect to the three structural variables, we must first
note that our suggested theoretical system places primary
emphasis upon one®s relationship with bureaucratic syatons.-
Traditional indexes of social class or average status (and
the derived concepts of status inconsistency and social mobil-
1ty) must then be interpreted within this framework. For
example, an occupation, per se, is usually carried out within
a more or less bureaucratized framework, so that in order to
hold a job, or advance to "higher"™ jobs, one must have some
degree of skill at oporatihg within a bureaucratic framework.
And, those jobs which require more skills (bureaucratic or
otherwise) are usually attributed higher prestige, pay, etc.
One must also attend to the ®education® variable, which, in
this framework, would seem to have a dual effect. First, one
must frequently have a certain level of education in order to
hold a position in a bBureaucaatic organisation. Second, those
persons who work in purportedly nonebureaucratic settings are
usually persons who are “professionals" (dootors, lawyers, etc.)
although even this is changing more and more rapidly. And,
in order to obtain prefessional legitimacy, one must pursue a
relatively long and arduous ocareer through the educational
systo-; which in turn requires a certain amount of bureaucratic
skills in and of itself. So, even for the professional, a
certain amount of bureaucratic skills is necessary, so that

bureaucratioc ability may be a highly important factor which
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leads to other "indexes" of social class, e.g., money, etce.

Social mobility also takes on a different cast when viewed
in this perspective, particularly in terms of the "“causes" of
mobility. Although Lipset, in his compendium on mobility in
industrial society, recognized that “educational attainment
is a major determinant of career patferns”,21 he does little
to clarify or explain the partiocular mooh‘nilms by which
education operates so as to produce mobility, eg., "children
from low=status families do not have as much chance to stay
in school as those from high~status families . « « If an
individual comes from a working-class family, he will typically

receive little education or vocational advioo."zz

That is,
Lipset assumes that education is a key to mobility, but seems
to assume that it operates to oreate mobility in such simplis-
tio terms as vocational guidance, dropping out for economic
reasons, etc. Further, "poverty, lack of education, absence of
personal 'contacts®, lack of planning and failure to explore
fully the available job opportunities that characterise the
working=class family are handed down from generation to genera=
tion."23 We would also note that all of these reasons are
somewhat individualistic in that they specify a failure of the
individual as a reason for lack of mobility.

Education, in our theoretical schema, would imply not only
learning of substantive studies, but also learning a series

of bureaucratic skills, which are transferable to other bureauo=

racies, and which would presumably, increase the success one
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might enjoy with those other bureaucracies. Because the
educational system is one of the most heavily bureaucratized
in modern society, and because every individual must at some
time or other come into contact with it, the educational
system is thus open to all, yet the most orucial and difficult
of all to get throughe.

A myriad of mechanisms operates to differentiate between
lower= and middle~class persons as they move through this
educational buroauoraoy.24 First, we might note that the
educational system is definitely a middle—class institution,
if for no other reason than its staff, The lowest echelon
person in an educational system is typically the classroom
teacher, and she usually is required to have at least a
college degree, and her occupational prestige is ranked in
the middle to the upper=middle class. This in itself would
make it difficult for the teacher to take the role of the
lower—class pupil. Further complicating the matter is the
notion that lower-class areas are frequently known as *hards
Bhip* areas, and the worst or least experienced teachers are
assigned to these areas (or are unable to get out), so that
the lower—class child is confronted not only with someone who
is middle class, but who is also the least qualified to handle
his cases And, because the lower=class parent has had little
experience with gny bureaucracies, he is unable to negotiate
with the scheol system on behalf of his ohild.25

One might also note, however, certain factors in the educa-






239

tional system which serve to reinforce mobility patterns.26
Once a child is implicated in the educational system, and
experiences some degree of success in it, he is drawn away
from the neighborhood and the peer group and the ties whioch
tend to hold him in the lower class are loosened. -Operating
here, too, is the attitude of an out-of=school peer group to
one of their members who is still in school. Generally, the
student is the subject of some derision, and is given the label
of a "“square"; after a sufficient amount of time, the peer
group bogins‘to reject him, which leaves the student nowhere
to go but back to the school for his social ties and reference
groupe Literally, the one who is mobile may be the deviant

in the lower olass.

This general interpretation is supported by Gans in his
disocussion of mobility.27 He notes that those persons who
leave the tightly knit neighborhood peer—group system are
often viewed as ®traitors® or ®betrayers® of the correct way
of life. A further distinotion is added by his differentiation
between group mobility and individual mobility. Group mobility
usually has structural sources, e.g., the entrance of a new
ethnic group on the scene, which moves the previous lower—
class ethnic group up one occupational notch, or a period of
rapid economic expansion, which allows everyone in this group
to move up at once., In these *group mobility® situations,
there is little definition of each other as heretics. This

would only ocour with respect to individual mobility.
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With respect to status inconsistency, this theoretical
framework has little to offer. We note, however, that status
inconsistency is predicated upon a definition of status in
terms of multiple ordinally ranked dimensions, And, we have
suggested that class is not a ranked order, but a nominal
order, so that status inconsistency may be a spurious concept
in a nominal system. Somewhat more positive, hewever, might
be the suggestion to inspect various dimensiens of status in
terms of the degree to which they are either important or not
important in structuring a person®s relationship to bureauoc—
racies. That is, we might inspect various combinations of
status dimensions to see if they might not form particular
Ytypes" with a partioular organisation, or kind of organization.
Low ethnicity, for example, might oreate a peculiar kind of
relationship to an organisation which might not be oreated by

low education, etc.

Pathological Behaviors

The pathological behaviors which are associated with class,
and to some degree with social -obiliiy and status inoonsistency
and which are interpreted as stemming from anomie, must also
be reinterpreted within the light of our suggested theory. We
would argue——as previously stated——that behaviors, pathological
or not, are products of peculiar kinds of relationships between
persons. Following Becker, we would note that someone, or some
organisation, must first define deviance, in order for it to

oxist.28 The question would be to ask what kinds of relation-
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ships between lower=class persons and bureaucratic organiza-

tions obtain s0o as to produce more definitions for deviance
for the lower olass than for the middle class.

Our theoretical framework would suggest two possibilitiest
first, that there is little actual difference in rates of
commission of deviant acts between lower- and middle—class
persons, but that the rate of definition by persons in positions
to define is much higher for the lower olass than for the
middle class; and, second, following the notions of cultural
differentiation, it may be that the lower class views as
normal certain activities which are viewed by the middle
class as deviantj this then produces conditions which lead
to a higher rate of deviance or patholeogical behavior,

That there may be little or no class differential in
commission of deviant behaviors is partially supported=eat
least with respect to Juwinilo delinquency—=by a survey of
delinquency studies using solf;roportl as the measure of
delinquency. In this survey Hardt and Bodine state thats

Many studies have failed to demonstrate any associa~-

tion between the socie=economic status of juveniles
and the inocidence of delinquent behavior.

That is, using the juvenile®s own report of his delin-
quent behavior, rather than official records or statisties,
leads to the finding that there are little or no differences
between the olasses with respect to delinquent behavior.
However, when official statistios are used, a large difference

is evident.
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How this comes about has been suggested by Piliavin and

Briar, in regard to delinquency, who note that a juvenile is
much more likely to be picked up, as well as carried further
into an "official career" by police officers, if the person
exhibits those oharaotori-tics defined by police officers as

"deviant" . 30

These characteristics include many characteris
tios vhich oould also be defined as lower olass, e.g., sloppy
dress, bad language, etc. Other types of studies, for other
areas of "pathology" are also availab10.31
There is also the possibility that (given a large degree
of cultural separation and isolation) what one class values,
another class will consider deviant. 4And, if a group of
people tend to define an aotivity as "normal®™, it is likely
that they will carry it out in more of less 5public“ situations,
which inoreases the likelihood that it will be observed by
those persons who are oharged with making definitions of
deviance based upon middle=class standards, i.e., the police,
educators, etoc. Walter Miller has suggested this general
line of argument of his article, "Lower Class Culture as a

Generating Milieu of Gang Dolinqnnnoy”.32 Others supporting

this view are Rodman, Becker, Pinoltoﬁo and Lindoamith.33
'ith respect to the tenative associations between social
mobility and pathological behavier, we can only put forth a
suggestion. First, we would note that these associations have
been sometimes contradietory, and that, in this thesis, no

association was found between social mobility and alienation,

80 perhaps there exists no reason for such an adaptation to






243
exist.34 It may be, however, that distinguishing between
group and individual mobility might be of aid. Gans suggests
that those persons who are mobile as a group are not subject to
any strain stemming from leaving the peer group, for everyone
in the peer group advances at the same time as new ethnioc
groups enter the labor force, or as new areas of the economic
system open up.35 Presumably, the same mechanisms oould
operate with respect to group downward mobility. With respect
to individual mobility, however, and especially upward indivi-
dual mobility, the individual must literally leave the neighbor-
hood and the peer group. And, he must suffer the rejection
tendered him by his previous neighbors and peers. This may,
in turn, produce a form of strain, which (while not neces-
sarily a disorepancy) might lead to some form of adaptation
or pathological behavior, especially mental illness or

36

neurosis.

Conclusions and Proposals for Future Research

We have tested a set of hypotheses couched in relatively
traditional sociological theory and have found them to be
rejected. Then, we have suggested two alternative pathss
first, further forays and elaborations of the traditional
theory itself, and secondly, development of a new theory.
By personal inoclination, we would suggest that the second
alternative places sociological theory much more firmly in
the larger context of how societies develop and are held

together,
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As for research, it would seem that there are several
areas which take precedence at once. We have suggested that
the middle class utilizes a bureaucracy in order to maintain
its advantaged positiony yet, there is very little direct
evidence to support this contention. This, in turn, immedi=
ately raised the question of the place of an "upper" class
in this schema, and its mechanisms of maintenance,

Also, the majority of examples in this paper are taken
from the writer®s own experiences and research in the field
of delinquencye. This would seem to point up the effect of
bureaucracies in other areas of deviance, as well as the life
cycle. For example, how does the adult come to be defined as
mentally i11? Or as a criminal?

Lastly, there would seem to be an area of exploration in
terms of the operation of the bureaucraey itself, and perhaps
areas of modern life which are not yet (or are only minimally)
bureaucratised. Accompanying such a study might dbe a comparie
son of client oriented bureaucracies with non=client oriented
organisations. In any case, it is clear that much more empire
ical work must be done before this suggesied grandiose theory
can bear the explanatory fruit which will eontribute to our

understanding of the nature of soocial order.
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